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PREFACE

This document was prepared by Mark Eads of the Economics, Methods and Risk Analysis
Division (EMRAD), of the Office of Solid Waste (OSW), US Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA). This document presents the findings of an economic study in support of the
USEPA's“Standardized” RCRA permitproposal. During the public comment period identified
in the preamble to the Federal Register announcement of the proposal, the public may provide
to the RCRA Docket, comments, supplementary information, and data for revision and
improvement of this study. EMRAD will revise this study prior to finalization of the proposal.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This “Economics Background Document” begins with an overview of the regulatory features of the USEPA Office of Solid
Waste's “standardized” RCRA permit proposal. By its design, the purpose of the “standardized” permit is to streamline the
RCRA permit process, by allowing certain types of hazardous waste management facilities to obtain, modify, and renew
operating permits more easily, while maintaining the environmental protectiveness of the existing permit process.

The proposed rule will apply to non-thermal treatment and storage facilities (TSFs) which operate any of the
following three types of on-site (i.e. “captive” or “non-commercial”) industrial hazardous waste management units (these
are defined at 40 CFR 260.10):

. Tank systems . Containers . Containment buildings

Only these types of facilities which meet RCRA'’s clean closure standards are eligible. As explained in the preamble to the
Federal Register announcement, the “standardized” permit proposal targets these three types of units because they:

. Are in common usage in the United States.
. Are relatively simpler types of units to construct/install and operate.
. Are frequently based on standard, “off-the-shelf” engineering, materials and operating designs.

Potential waste management cost savings for the standardized permit proposal, stem from the anticipated reduction in
average annual recurring permitting resources for both (a) the eligible universe of industrial hazardous waste TSFs, and for
(b) USEPA/state RCRA permitting authorities -- associated with TSFs preparing and with USEPA/states reviewing,
respectively — four types of RCRA hazardous waste management permitting activities:

New permits: New permit applications from “interim status” and future newly-constructed TSFs.
Modifications: Applications for modifications to existing permits (40 CFR 270.42 classes):
. Routine changes (i.e. class 1 or class 2 modifications).
. Significant changes (i.e. class 3 modifications).
Renewals: Applications for renewal of existing permits.
Conversions: Application for conversion (switching) of existing permits before expiration and renewal.

The standardized permit proposal contains three levels of potential administrative cost savings to owners and operators
of TSFs and to USEPA/states, consisting of 15 cost savings items listed in the Federal Register announcement (FR Tables
1, 3 and 4):

Permit application/review savings: Of the 14 steps listed under the existing individual permit process (under
40 CFR 124 & 270), the standardized permit process proposes to drop five
of these 14 steps (see Table 1 of the FR announcement).

Permit provisions savings: Of the 23 provisions associated with the individual permit process (i.e.
under 40 CFR 270), the standardized permit process proposes to reduce
the administrative burden of four of these 23 provisions (see Table 4 of the
FR announcement).

Permit technical content savings: Of the 24 technical, general facility and unit-specific standards associated
with individual permits (i.e. under 40 CFR 264), standardized permits reduce
or eliminate six of these 24 technical standards (as described in the
proposed new part 40 CFR 267); (see Table 3 of the FR announcement).

Based on a comparison of the administrative burden for reporting, recordkeeping, and review activities, associated with the
proposed “standardized” RCRA permit process, compared to the conventional RCRA permit process, this document
presents an estimate of:

. $100 to $5,800 in burden cost savings per permit action (i.e. a reduction of 2 to 140 hours per action),
which represents 4% to 14% burden reduction compared to conventional permit actions.

. $0.38 to $0.53 million in potential average annual, national cost savings associated with a future stream
of about 120 eligible RCRA permit actions per year for standardized permits.

. 24%oof national savings are expected to acrue to eligible TSFs, and 76%to permit authorities.

This cost savings estimate is based upon: (a) analytic framework of a 30-year future savings stream over the years 2001 to
2030, discounted at 7.00% and (b) data and working assumptions borrowed from 1999 USEPA “Information Collection
Requests” (ICRs) related to both “standardized” and to conventional RCRA permits. The final section of this study presents
a sensitivity analysis of the estimated national cost savings to four parameters (i.e. number of future years in the period-of-
analysis, discount rate, average annual number of relevant permit actions, and inflation rate).



ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL NATIONAL COST SAVINGS
FOR THE INDUSTRIAL HAZARDOUS WASTE
“STANDARDIZED” RCRA PERMIT PROPOSAL

|. INTRODUCTION

[-A. What is the Purpose of This Economics Background Document?

This document presents an economic analysis which estimates a range of $0.36 to $0.53 million per year
in potential national cost savings associated with future implementation of the USEPA Office of Solid
Waste’s RCRA® hazardous waste “Standardized Permits” proposal, as described in the Federal Register
announcement. This cost savings estimate is based upon an assumed future annual average of about 120
eligible RCRA permit actions under the “standardized” RCRA permit program, consisting of a reduction in
administrative burden to eligible facilities and to permitting authorities combined, ranging from $100 to
$5,800 per action (i.e. a burden reduction of between 2 to 140 hours per action). This represents a
range between 4% to 14% in burden reduction compared to conventional RCRA permit actions.

“RCRA" is the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 which provided the USEPA with
Congressional authority to regulate the management of municipal and industrial solid waste (non-hazardous
and hazardous). RCRA permits provide owners and operators of waste treatment, storage and disposal
facilities (TSDFs) with the legal authority to operate such hazardous waste handling facilities. Permits
establish the administrative and technical conditions (standards) under which waste at a facility must be
managed to ensure that hazardous waste is handled in a controlled manner that is protective of human
health and the environment.

The potential waste management cost savings estimated in this document, consist of the
incremental difference between the national average annual recurring cost associated with the current
RCRA hazardous waste management permit program (i.e. baseline cost for “conventional” RCRA permits),
compared to the estimated average recurring annual cost associated with the proposed “standardized”
RCRA permit program.

! The USEPA’s “RCRA Orientation Manual” (report nr. EPA-530-R-98-004, May 1998,
290pp.), contains descriptive information about the USEPA’s hazardous waste program and
regulations, as authorized by Congress in Subtitle C of the 1976 Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act. Hardcopies of the Manual are available to the public by calling the National Service
Center for Environmental Publications (800-490-9198); an electronic copy is available over the
Internet at http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/general/orientat/index.htm . Further information about
RCRA, and about the USEPA'’s Office of Solid Waste, respectively, is available from the RCRA Public
Hotline (800-424-9346 or via the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline ), and on
USEPA'’s Office of Solid Waste website at http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/osw.
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I-B. How Does a “Standardized” Permit Compare to Other Types of Streamlined
Permits?

The USEPA designed the “standardized” RCRA permit as a time- and administrative resource-saving,
streamlined alternative to the conventional RCRA permit program. The development and rationale of the
“standardized” RCRA permit proposal are explained in the preamble to the Federal Register announcement
for the proposal.

In comparison to this “standardized” RCRA permit proposal, there are also two RCRA permit
administrative streamlining mechanisms already in place in the RCRA regulations at 40 CFR? 124.4:

Consolidation: Whenever a given facility requires a permit under the following
four environmental regulatory programs, processing of two or
more permit applications may be consolidated upon request of
the applicant facility, or at the discretion of the permitting authority
(also sometimes called “uniform permitting” by states):

. RCRA permits required under 40 CFR 270.1.

. Safe Water Drinking Act “underground injection control”
(UIC) program permits required under 40 CFR 144.1.

. Clean Air Act air quality “prevention of significant
deterioration” (PSD) permits under 40 CFR 52.21.

. Clean Water Act “National Pollutant Discharge Elimination

System” (NPDES) permits under 40 CFR 122.1.

The first step in consolidation is to prepare and submit to
USEPA/states each permit application at the same time. The
respective permit application public hearings and comment
periods may also be consolidated into a single hearing and
comment period (40 CFR 124.82).

Coordination: 40 CFR 124.4 also allows USEPA/states to consolidate permit
processing when draft permits are prepared, to issue the final
permits together, and to coordinate the expiration dates of any
new permits with the expiration dates of existing permits so that all
permits at a given facility expire simultaneously.

In addition to consolidation and coordination, state-level permitting authorities in environmental regulatory
programs also may use two other permit streamlining mechanisms (source: “Existing State Permitting
Programs: Draft Report”, OSW, 30 May 1997, 5pp.):

General permits: Which cover more than one waste source (e.g. air emissions,
wastewater and solid waste).

Tiered permits Which follow specified processing procedures.

2 CFR= United States Code of Federal Requlations; The CFR is published by the Office of
the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration (NARA). The CFR is an annual
codification of the general and permanent rules published daily in the Federal Register (FR) by the
Executive departments and agencies of the Federal Government. It is divided into 50 titles which
represent broad areas subject to Federal regulation. Title 40 of the CFR is “Protection of
Environment”, and contains USEPA'’s regulations. The CFR is kept up to date by the individual daily
issues of the Federal Register, and each volume of the CFR is updated annually. Full text of the CFR
and the FR are available in electronic format at NARA’s Internet website:
http://vwww.nara.gov/fedreq or at the US Government Printing Office’s website
http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara .




The concept of regulatory permit streamlining dates back in the USA to the 1970s, before the start of the
USEPA’s RCRA permit program. For example, the Conservation Foundation of Washington DC completed
a four-year “Industrial Siting Project®” in 1983, which served to survey and summarize the various different
types of permit streamlining mechanisms in place during the 1970s and 1980s. Although not specific to the
USEPA RCRA permit program, the published findings of that project provide one source of descriptive
documentation about prior regulatory permit streamlining ideas and applications.

More recently, although largely stemming from a different context and on a separate regulatory
development track from the “standardized” RCRA permit proposal, USEPA published a “Notice of Data
Auvailability” on 18 June 1999 (Federal Register, Vol.64, No0.117, pp.32859-32868), announcing the
Agency’s ideas and intention to streamline the RCRA hazardous waste information reporting and
recordkeeping burden to the RCRA regulated community.

The June 1999 RCRA streamlining announcement seeks public comment (by 20 Sept 1999) on
four RCRA program burden reduction ideas — electronic reporting, reduced reporting, longer self-
inspection intervals, and reduced training — and the announcement identifies 15 other burden reduction
efforts (nine specific to the RCRA program, and six broader Agency burden reduction initiatives) underway
in the USEPA. The following Internet website provides additional descriptive information about these other
USEPA RCRA streamlining efforts: http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/data/burdenreduction .

I-C. How May the Public Participate in This Economic Analysis?

Public comments are encouraged about the scope, design, supporting data, information references,
working assumptions and computations applied in this document. The public is also encouraged to sumit
any supplementary information and data which may improve the accuracy, representativeness, or
comprehensiveness of this study.

Before finalizing and promulgating the standardized RCRA permit, the USEPA must consider and
respond to all public comments on the initial proposal, as well as revise this Economics Background
Document in response to comments.

The public may submit comments directly to the USEPA’'s RCRA Docket, according to the
directions and deadline described in the preamble to the Federal Register announcement for the
standardized RCRA permit proposal. The public may contact the USEPA for further information and
instruction about how to submit comments, by contacting the RCRA Hotline via telephone at 800-424-9346,
or via the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline .

3 Duerksen, Cristopher J., Environmental Regulation of Industrial Plant Siting: How to Make
it Work Better, The Conservation Foundation, Washington DC, 1983, 272pp. Three chapters from
this published study provide a survey of permit streamlining in the 1970s and 1980s:

= Chapter 4: “The Permitting Maze Syndrome” (pp.79-108).

= Chapter 5: “Attempts to Improve the [Multiple-Permit Problem] Rules: Reforms of the
1970s” (pp.109-148).

= Chapter 6: “Responses to the Real Problems: Permit System Innovations for the 1980s”
(pp-149-204).

The Conservation Foundation was founded in 1948 as a nonprofit research and communication
organization dedicated to encouraging human conduct to sustain and enrich life on Earth. At the
date of this study. the Foundation was headed by William K. Reilly, who became Administrator of
the USEPA from February 1989 to January 1993.
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[I. BACKGROUND TO RCRA PERMITS AND TO THE
“STANDARDIZED” PERMIT PROPOSAL

[I-A. What Types of Hazardous Waste Management Units are Eligible for
“Standardized” Permits?

Before identifying the types waste management units (WMUSs) eligible for “standardized” RCRA permits, it
is important to define “units”, in comparison to waste management “facilities”. The USEPA RCRA program
defines a hazardous waste management facility as:

“All contiguous land and structures, and other appurtenances and improvements on the land, used for
treating, storing or disposing of hazardous waste. A facility may consist of several treatment, storage, or
disposal operational units (e.g. one or more landfills, surface impoundments, or combinations of them).”
(40 CFR 260.10)

According to nationwide data collected by the USEPA, the number of waste treatment, storage and disposal
(TSD) units per RCRA permitted waste management facility, ranges from one to 500 units per facility
(including Federally-operated TSDFs). Based upon the overall distribution of number of units per facility
across a regional sample of 100 RCRA TSDFs*, the USEPA developed the following units-per-facility size
classes:

. Small facility= 1to 2 units
. Medium facility = 3 to 6 units
. Large facility = 7 or more units

As currently designed, the proposed “standardized” RCRA permit applies to hon-thermal treatment and
storage facilities (TSFs) which operate any of three types of on-site (i.e. “captive” or “non-commercial”)
hazardous waste management units. Hazardous waste disposal facilities are not eligible for standardized
permits. The three types of eligible units are defined at 40 CFR 260.10, and are also defined and
described in supplemental USEPA documents®):

Tank systems: Stationary (non-portable) structural receptacle or vessel with
associated ancillary equipment and secondary containment
system, used to store or treat hazardous waste in accordance

4 The reference sample of 100 TSDFs is a non-random sample located in and selected by
USEPA Region 4, which consists of eight states (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee). The sample size classes are reported in Revised Draft
Report on Analysis of Cost Estimates for Closure and Post-Closure Care, prepared for the USEPA
Office of Solid Waste, by PRC Environmental Management Inc. (Contract nr. 68-W4-0007, Work
Assignment nr. R11007), 15 Oct 1996, 31pp. These units-per-facility size classes are subject to
future revision by the USEPA as nationwide data about TSDF units contained in the USEPA-OSW'’s
“RCRIS” (Resource Conservation & Recovery Information System) database are reviewed and
analyzed.

% The series of USEPA RCRA Hotline training modules provide descriptions of individual

types of TSDFs:

Tank systems: EPA-530-R-97-072, Nov 1997, 24pp.
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline/training/tank.pdf .

Containers: EPA-530-R-97-049, Nov 1997, 22pp.
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline/training/ctain.pdf .

Containment bldgs: EPA-530-R-97-050, Nov 1997, 16pp.

http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline/training/cbuld.pdf .
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with the RCRA technical standards of 40 CFR 264 & 265 Subpart
J. Tanks are widely used for storage accumulation or treatment
of large volumes of wastes (and other materials), and may range
in size from hundreds to millions of gallons in volume per tank.
There are basically three possible installation tank designs:

. Above-ground.
. Above-and-below-ground (or “in-ground”).
. Underground.

Tanks may be covered or uncovered (i.e. with or without roofs),
and may be classified according to two “levels”:

. “Level 1" tanks store wastes with low vapor pressure.
. “Level 2" tanks store wastes with high vapor pressure.

[Note that underground tanks are not eligible for standardized
permits].

Containers: Any portable device in which a hazardous waste is stored,
transported, treated, disposed of , or otherwise handled in
accordance with the RCRA technical standards of 40 CFR 264 &
265 Subpart . Containers are one of the most commonly used
and diverse forms of hazardous waste storage. Some examples

include:

. 55-gallon drums.

. Large tanker trucks.
. Railroad cars.

. Small buckets.

. Test tubes.

Small containers are usually between 26 and 119 gallons, and
large containers are greater than 119 gallons.

. “Level 1" containers store wastes with low vapor pressure.
. Large containers which store wastes with high vapor
pressure are “level 2" containers.
. “Level 3" containers are used for waste stabilization.
Containment A completely enclosed, self-supporting structure (i.e. with
buildings: four walls, a roof, and a floor), used to store or treat non-

containerized hazardous waste, under the RCRA technical
standards of 40 CFR 264 & 265 Subpart DD.® Containment

® 40 CFR Part 264 establishes minimum national design and operating standards which
define the acceptable management of RCRA hazardous wastes, applicable to owners and operators
of all facilities which treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste, except as specifically excluded
from RCRA regulations (specific waste exclusions from RCRA are listed in 40 CFR 261). These
standards cover design, construction, operation, maintenance, closure, and financial assurance
requirements to ensure proper and safe operation of hazardous waste management units
(facilities).

40 CFR Part 265 is similar and in some instances almost identical to Part 264, although it
applies to “interim status” hazardous waste TSD facilities, which are facilities already in existence
and operating when regulatory amendments to RCRA become effective and render these facilities
subject to permitting, as opposed to “permitted facilities” which are newly constructed TSDFs after
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buildings are generally used for the management of hazardous
waste debris and other bulky and high volume hazardous wastes,
and also non-liquid hazardous wastes. Containment buildings
may also manage liquid wastes if special equipment has been
installed. Unit size may range from less than 100 to over 100,000
square feet in floor area.

Furthermore, only these types of facilities which meet RCRA's clean closure standards are eligible.

The USEPA identified these three types of eligible waste management units because these units
are relatively simple to design and properly construct. The engineering and construction knowledge and
skills necessary to design and construct these units are relatively basic. These units are in common usage
in many applications and are frequently bought “off-the-shelf’ or built from “off-the-shelf” designs. Industry
associations and standards organizations have developed engineering, material and operating standards
for these three types of units which are in widespread use in the USA. Past experience with these units
indicates that they are simpler to design, construct, and manage compared to other hazardous waste
management units such as combustion units (i.e. incinerators, boilers, furnaces) or land disposal units
(e.g. surface impoundments, landfills, land treatment).

For purpose of providing an overall context relative to the universe of all types of RCRA TSDFs,
Table 1 below presents the prevalence of each of eight types of waste management units, as a percentage
of all RCRA units. Compared to the universe of all unit types, the three eligible units represent 50% of all
RCRA TSDF units (i.e. 29.3% + 20.7%).

Table 1: Prevalence of Types of RCRA Waste Management Units
Rank Type of RCRA Permitted Unit Prevalence*
1 Containers, Containment buildings 29.3%
2 Surface impoundments 23.2%
3 Tank systems 20.7%
4 Landfills 11.0%
5 Incinerators, boilers & industrial furnaces 6.9%
6 Wastepiles 4.9%
7 Land treatment units (land farming) 3.7%
8 Drip pads 1.2%

such effective date. The RCRA “interim status” category recognizes and allows existing TSDFs to
gradually come up to speed with the standards for (new) permitted facilities. The “interim status”
standards of Part 265 are often less stringent than Part 264 standards, and there are circumstances
where the standards for new facilities would be impracticable for existing “interim status” facilities
to implement immediately.

Apart from general facility standards (Subparts A-H), many of the Subparts of both 40
CFR Parts 264 and 265 address specific types of hazardous waste management units: Subpart
I=containers, J=tank systems, K=surface impoundments, L=wastepiles, M=land treatment,
N=landfills, O=incinerators, P=thermal treatment, Q=biological treatment, R=underground
injection, S-V=reserved for future use, W=drip pads, X-Z=reserved for future use, AA=process
vents, BB= equipment leaks, CC=containers, DD=containment buildings, EE=munitions &
explosives storage.



Explanatory Notes:

(a) * Prevalence = Percentage of all RCRA TSD units.

(b) Source: Prevalence percentages above based on a non-random sample of 100 TSDFs
located in USEPA Region 4 (8 southeastern states), as reported in Revised Draft Report on
Analysis of Cost Estimates for Closure and Post-Closure Care, by PRC Environmental
Management Inc, for the USEPA Office of Solid Waste, 15 Oct 1996, Table 3, p.15.

[I-B. What is the Universe of Eligible RCRA Waste Management Facilities?

Based on a 1999 estimate, there is a total of 866 TSFs which represent the relevant universe of facilities
potentially eligible to participate in the standardized RCRA permit program (after its finalization as a new
rule), as summarized in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Estimated Universe of Eligible Facilities:
On-site TSFs Which Store and/or Non-Thermally Treat RCRA Hazardous Wastes
in Tank Systems, Containers, and/or Containment Buildings

Type of Eligible Permitted TSFs Interim Status TSFs (40

RCRA TSF Unit* (40 CFR Part 264) CFR Part 265) Row totals
1. Containers 523 277 800
2. Tank Systems 379 244 623
3. Containment Buildings 6 16 22
Non-duplicative column totals 584 281 866

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Source: Table 1 in “Supporting Statement for Information Collection Request Nr.1935.01: Standardized Permit for
RCRA Hazardous Waste Facilities”, ICF Inc., 16 Nov 1999. Data are based on ICF Inc’s analysis of the USEPA RCRA
“Permitting Program Accomplishments Report” for the period 01 Oct 1980 to 04 Oct 1999, excluding Federally-owned
TSFs. Query PPAR data at: http://www.epa.gov/oswfiles/rcraweb/web reporting/permit.htm .

(b) * The number of eligible “units” (not shown) is larger than the number of eligible “facilities” shown in this table.

Compared to the 1997 RCRA TSDF universe of 2,025 facilities (i.e. treatment, storage and disposal
facilities), these 866 eligible facilities represent 43% of the universe. The universe of TSDFs has
decreased since 1985 as shown in Table 3 below and the associated histogram.’

” The RCRA TSDF universe is enumerated in the USEPA’s “Biennial Reporting System”
(BRS). The BRS data are available over the Internet at
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/data/br97/index.htm .
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Table 3: 1985-1997 Universe of Active & RCRA-Permitted
Industrial Hazardous Waste TSDFs in the USA - All Types of Units

Row Data Treatment or | Storage Total Count | TSDFs Receiving
item | Year® Disposal Only of TSDFs © Offsite Waste

1 1997 ® 947 1,078 2,025 543
2 1995 900 1,083 1,983 644
3 1993 1,032 1,552 2,584 739
4 1991 1,203 2,659 3,862 794
5 1989 1,308 1,770 3,078 1,240
6 1987 -1,687 -1,620 3,308 969
7 1985 NA NA 4,944 2,022

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Row item years displayed in this table correspond to the USEPA-OSW'’s “Biennial Reporting System”
(BRS) data years, which began in 1981. The USEPA did not approve public distribution of both the 1981
and 1983 BRS survey findings because of data quality flaws. BRS reports for 1991 and subsequent
years are available at http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/data/index.htm#brs .

(b) The 1997 data year excludes wastewater TSDF data which was collected in prior data years, so
comparisons and trend analysis using 1997 data may be inconsistent.

(c) A single TSD “facility” may operate more than one type of industrial hazardous waste TSD
process/equipment “unit” at a single site; consequently the universe count of TSD “units” (not shown)
exceeds the universe count of TSD “facilities” displayed in this table. For example, Table 2 of the ICR
reference source “B” cited elsewhere in this background document indicates an average of 13 container
“units” per RCRA-permitted container facility, and an average of 22 tank “units” per RCRA-permitted tank
system facility.

(d) “NA” = data not available from USEPA national summary reports.

US National Universe of RCRA TSDFs
1985-1997 USEPA Biennial Reporting System Surv
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[I-C. Which Industry Sectors Own & Operate Eligible TSFs?

Under USEPA’s RCRA “cradle-to-grave” regulations, hazardous waste generators must determine if their
waste is hazardous, and must oversee the ultimate fate of their waste. Hazardous waste generators include
various types of facilities and businesses ranging from large manufacturing operations, universities, and
hospitals, to small businesses and laboratories.

Depending upon a number of factors, generators may own and operate waste management units
“onsite” (i.e. at the same location as the waste generation), and/or generators may transport some or all of
their hazardous wastes to “offsite” waste management units, which may be owned and operated by other
companies within or outside of the original generating industry sector. Consequently, the list of industry
sectors which own and operate RCRA TSFs includes not only the commercial hazardous waste
management service sector (i.e. SIC code 4953 & NAICS code 562), but also includes numerous other
waste generating industry and economic sectors. [However by its design, “offsite” commercial TSFs are
not eligible for RCRA standardized permits.] Table 4 displays the count of TSFs and associated WMUs
which may be eligible for standardized RCRA permits, according to ten “SIC code” industry groupings.

Table 4: Industry Sectors Which Own & Operate Eligible Hazardous Waste TSFs:*
Count of TSFs and Associated Waste Management Units
(Note: some facilities designate multiple SIC codes, which result in duplicative counts below)

Containers Tank Systems Containmnt
Bldgs
Facilit Units Facilit Units Facilit Units

SIC Industry Category Description NAICS equivalent s s s

0 Agriculture, Forestry & Fisheries 11 21 26 12 23 0 0
1 Mining, Oil/Gas & Construction 21,23 26 34 16 32 0 0
2 Manufacturing** 31-33,511 427 814 313 981 5 10
3 Manufacturing (continued)** 31-33 285 465 136 354 17 28
4 Transport, Communication, 22,48,49,513,562 272 678 201 877 10 12

Utilities
5 Wholesale & Retail Trade 42,44,45 175 221 132 241 3 5
6 Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 52,53 5 7 2 3 0 0
7 Services*** 71,72,512,514,811,812 221 437 183 421 2 2
8 Services (continued)*** 54,55,561,61,62,813,814 90 256 38 177 0 0
9 Public Admin, Environment & NEC 92 200 508 85 288 4 14
Non-duplicative column totals**** = 800 623 22

Explanatory Notes:
(@) * Source: USEPA-OSW customized query of RCRIS and BRS databases (as of March 2000).
(b) SIC = “Standard Industrial Classification” system.

NAICS = “North American Industry Classification System”, adopted by the US Federal Government in 1997, which
replaced the SIC code system (for NAICS and SIC conversion tables, see http://www.census.gov/epcd/www/naics.html ).
(c) ** SIC 2 Manufacturing = Food, Textile/Apparel, Lumber/Wood, Furniture/Fixtures, Paper, Printing/Publishing,
Chemicals/Allied Products, & Petroleum/Coal.

(d) ** SIC 3 Manufacturing = Rubber/Plastic, Leather, Stone/Clay/Glass, Primary Metals, Fabricated Metals, Industrial
Machinery, Electronics, Transportation Equipment, Instruments, & Misc. Mfrg.

(e) *** SIC 7 Services = Hotels, Personal, Automotive, Repair, Motion Pictures, & Recreation.

(f) *** SIC 8 Services = Health, Legal, Social, Museums/Gardens, Membership Organizations & Engineering/Mngmnt.
(g) **** Source: Table 2. Because some TSFs report multiple SIC codes for their operations, both the facility and unit
total counts in this table exceed the non-duplicative total numbers of facilities as reported from Table 2.




[I-D. What is the Purpose of a RCRA Permit?

In general, owners of hazardous waste TSDFs located in the USA are required to obtain Federal
government permission to operate such facilities, in the form of a RCRA hazardous waste management unit
operating permit?, for six basic purposes:

Authority: Provide TSDF owners and operators with the legal authority to
treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste.

Standards: Establish the administrative and technical conditions at the facility
(i.e. waste management unit) level, under which waste at the
TSDF must be managed.

Compliance: Detail how TSDFs must comply with the regulations.

Protection: Ensure that hazardous waste is handled in a controlled manner
that is protective of human health and the environment.

Implementation: Serve as a RCRA regulatory program implementation mechanism.

Tracking: Serve as a means by which USEPA may track waste
management at facilities that handle hazardous waste.

The USEPA views RCRA permits as living documents that can be modified to allow industrial waste
management facilities to implement technological improvements, comply with new environmental standards,
respond to changing wastestreams, and generally improve waste management practices.

There are also special types of RCRA hazardous waste operating permits (40 CFR 270 Subpart F)
which provide flexibility to develop and apply permit conditions and procedures in unique circumstances,
such as:

. Permits-by-rule (40 CFR 270.60)

. Emergency permits (40 CFR 270.61)

. Incinerator permits (40 CFR 270.62)

. Land treatment demonstration permits (40 CFR 270.63)

. Underground injection wells (40 CFR 270.64)

. Research, development & demonstration permits (40 CFR 270.65)
. Industrial boiler and furnace permits (40 CFR 270.66).

Such special RCRA permits are not within the scope of the standardized permit proposal.

[I-E. What Types of Industrial Wastes Are Covered by RCRA Permits?

Under Congressional authority contained in Subtitle C (Section 3005) of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), the USEPA established a “hazardous” waste management operating
permit, for the treatment, storage, and disposal of industrial hazardous wastes identified or listed in 40 CFR
Part 261. The permit describes the terms, conditions, and schedules of compliance, as well as monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements.

As listed below according to there associated generic wastecode, there are basically five

8 Additional introductory information about RCRA permits is provided in the “RCRA,
Superfund & EPCRA Hotline Training Module” (USEPA report nr. EPA-530-R-97-062; NTIS report nr.
PB-98-108-178; Nov 1997, 25pp.), which is available to the public via the Internet at
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hotline/training/perm.pdf .
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categories of RCRA hazardous industrial wastes, as currently defined by the USEPA in the RCRA
regulations (associated generic form of RCRA wastecodes in parentheses):

Dxxx: Wastes which exhibit one or more of three chemical characteristics:
. Ignitability (D001)
. Corrosivity (D002)
. Reactivity (D003)
. Toxicity (i.e. wastes which contain certain listed leachable

chemicals. The 1999 CFR lists 40 chemical constituents as
D004-D0043 wastecodes.)

Fxxx: Certain listed wastes generated by non-specific industrial sources. The
1999 CFR lists 28 Fxxx wastecodes.

Kxxx: Certain listed wastes generated by specific industrial sources. The 1999
CFR lists 121 Kxxx wastecodes.

Pxxx: Certain listed “acutely hazardous” discarded, off-spec, container or spill
residues of commercial chemical products or manufacturing chemical
intermediates. The 1999 CFR lists 239 Pxxx wastecodes.

Uxxx: Certain listed “toxic” discarded, off-spec, container or spill residues of
commercial chemical products or manufacturing chemical intermediates.
The 1999 CFR lists 475 Uxxx wastecodes.

Since the 1976 Congressional authorization for the RCRA hazardous waste listing program, the number of
RCRA wastecodes in each of these five categories has grown over time, as the USEPA adds new “listings”
to the RCRA regulations.

I-F. What Types of Hazardous Industrial Waste Management Activities Require
RCRA Permits?

As defined in the USEPA’s RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste permitting program (40 CFR 270.1(c) &
270.2), owners and operators of hazardous waste management units which conduct any of the following
three categories of waste handling activities, require RCRA operating permits. [When a TSF is operated by
a different party than the owner, it is the operator’s duty to obtain a permit, except that the owner must also
sign the permit application; 40 CFR 270.10(b).] The USEPA/states currently review and issue these
permits according to the particular waste management process to be permitted at an individual site (i.e.
facility):

Treatment: Any method, technique, or process including neutralization,
designed to change the physical, chemical, or biological
character or composition of any hazardous waste, so as to
neutralize such wastes, or so as to recover energy or material
resources from the waste, or so as to render such waste non-
hazardous, or less hazardous; safer to transport, store, or
dispose of; or amenable for recovery, amenable for storage, or
reduced in volume. Treatment in totally enclosed treatment units
(TETUs), elementary neutralization units (ENUs), and wastewater
treatment units (WWTUS) are exempt from RCRA permitting.
[Note that only three types of non-thermal treatment units —
using tanks, containers, and/or containment buildings — are
eligible for standardized permits.]
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Storage: Holding of hazardous waste for a temporary period exceeding ten
days, at the end of which the hazardous waste is treated,
disposed, or stored elsewhere. Temporary storage of a RCRA-
manifested hazardous waste shipment for less than ten days
before transfer is a “transfer facility”, not subject to RCRA
permitting standards. [Note that only three types of storage units
— using tanks, containers, and/or containment buildings — are
eligible for standardized permits.]

Disposal: Intentional or unintentional discharge, deposit, injection, dumping,
spilling, leaking, or placing of any hazardous waste into or on any
land or water, so that such hazardous waste or any constituent
thereof may enter the environment or be emitted into the air or
discharged into any waters, including groundwater. A disposal
unit (facility) is any site where hazardous waste is intentionally
placed and where the waste will remain after a TSDF stops
operation (i.e. discontinues receiving waste). [Note that disposal
units are not eligible for standardized permits.]

These three activities apply to the overall scope of RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste permits. The RCRA
permit regulations also cite “specific inclusions” and “specific exclusions” as applied to particular types of
waste management units and operations. For additional information about hazardous waste storage,
treatment and disposal activities, see the USEPA Internet website http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/osw/tsd.htm

In comparison as explained in the Federal Register announcement, the standardized permit
proposal only applies to two of these three general types of industrial waste management activities:

. Storage (three types only)
. Treatment (non-thermal only)

From a design and engineering perspective, the storage and non-thermal treatment of waste in the three
types of waste management units eligible for standardized permits (i.e. tank systems, containers and
containment buildings) are generally less complicated than thermal treatment of waste (e.g. combustion of
hazardous waste in incinerators, boilers, or industrial furnaces) or disposal of waste (e.g. placement in
landfills). It is easier to control human health and environmental risks at these simpler storage and
treatment units.

Furthermore, TSFs applying for standardized permits must meet RCRA clean closure regulations
(or obtain conventional RCRA post-closure permits instead). Land disposal facilities (which are subject to
post-closure care) are not eligible for standardized permits.

[I-G. What are the Basic Components of a RCRA Permit?

The conventional RCRA permit application process consists of the following sequential steps:

Public meeting: TSDF holds initial public meeting prior to submitting a permit
application.
Permit application: TSDF submits written Parts A and B of the permit application to

permitting authority (i.e. to the USEPA and/or RCRA-authorized
state agency).

Permit review: Permitting authority and public review of submitted application;
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permitting authority either issues a “notice of deficiency” if
application is incomplete, or begins evaluation of the application to
determine whether to issue or deny a permit. Under the
conventional RCRA permit process, determination of
completeness must be made within 60 days (40 CFR 124.3(c)).

Public comment:; If application is satisfactory, permitting authority prepares a draft
permit, and opens a public comment period (and may hold public
hearing if requested).

Final decision: Permitting authority responds to public comments and may revise
the draft permit, and makes final permit decision by denying or
issuing the permit. There is no time limit for final decisions under
the conventional RCRA permit process. [The standardized RCRA
permit proposes to limit the entire review process to 120 days.]

The elements and requirements of the RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste permit program are described in
40 CFR 124 and 270:

40 CFR 124: Contains USEPA procedures for issuing, consolidating,
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating, and for public
hearings/comments and reviewing, all RCRA (and three other
USEPA types UIC, PSD and NPDES) permits. 40 CFR 124
contains six subparts, of which four subparts are applicable to
RCRA permits (i.e. Subparts A, B, E, & F).

40 CFR 270: Regulations in 40 CFR 270 are targeted at only RCRA hazardous
waste permits, and pertain to permit application requirements,
TSDF technical requirements, TSDF permit conditions, and TSDF
monitoring and reporting requirements under a permit. This Part
also directs new TSDFs to comply with the technical standards in
40 CFR 264, whereas existing TSDFs — as of the effective date of
regulatory amendments that render a facility subject to acquiring
a RCRA permits (i.e. “interim status” TSDFs) -- are directed to
comply with the technical standards in 40 CFR 265 (which are
similar to those in Part 264).

With some exceptions (as listed at 40 CFR 270.1(c)(2)&(3)), owners and operators of hazardous waste
management units (i.e. TSD facilities) must have RCRA permits during the active life (including closure
period) of the unit (40 CFR 270.1(c)). RCRA permits may be issued by USEPA, authorized states®, or
both.

The permitting agency has the authority to issue or deny RCRA permits, and is responsible for

9 “Authorized state” = State governments may be authorized by the USEPA to administer
hazardous waste management programs (including the RCRA permit application review and
approval process), in lieu of the Federal RCRA program. TSDF permit applicants must comply with
the specific application requirements of such authorized states. State authorization is a rulemaking
process through which USEPA delegates the primary responsibility of implementing the RCRA
hazardous waste program to individual states in lieu of USEPA. This process ensures national
consistency and minimum standards while providing flexibility to states in implementing rules. As
of 1999, USEPA has granted 49 states and territories authority to implement the base or initial
RCRA hazardous waste program. Many states are also authorized to implement additional parts of
the RCRA program that the USEPA has since promulgated, such as Corrective Action and the Land
Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). State RCRA programs must always be at least as stringent as Federal
requirements, but states may adopt more stringent requirements as well. For more information
about RCRA state authorization see http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/state/index.htm .
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verifying that facilities are operating in compliance with the conditions set forth in each permit. Owners and
operators of TSDFs that do not comply with permit provisions are subject to possible RCRA enforcement
actions, including financial penalties. RCRA permits are valid for a maximum duration of ten years (40
CFR 270.50(a)). As currently designed, a RCRA permit application consists of two parts (i.e. Parts A &
B):

Part A: Is submitted on a designated, structured information form (EPA
Form 8700-23'), and requires basic information about the TSD
facility, such as the name of the facility owner and operator,
facility location, description and capacity of the hazardous waste
management processes to be used, and specification of the types
of hazardous wastes to be managed at the TSD facility (40 CFR
270.13).

Part B: Is submitted in written narrative style (i.e. there is not a special
USEPA form) and provides detailed, site-specific information
associated with the waste management activities that will be
conducted at the TSD facility, and includes geologic, hydrologic,
and engineering data, and may consist of volumes of documents
(40 CFR 270.14). Part B may be submitted voluntarily, however,
an applicant is not required to submit it until it is requested by
USEPA or an authorized state. Applicants have up to six months
to submit Part B. New TSDFs must submit Parts A and B
simultaneously at least six months prior to the new facility (or unit)
construction start date.

Additional, descriptive information about the RCRA hazardous waste management permit program is
available on the Internet http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/permit/index.htm .

lI-H. Are There Different Types of RCRA Permitting Actions?

Potential cost savings stem from expected reduction in average annual permitting resources for both the
eligible universe of TSFs, and for USEPA/state agencies (“permitting authorities”), associated with TSFs
preparing and with USEPA/states reviewing on an annual basis, four types of RCRA permitting actions:

New permit; New permit applications from “interim status” and newly-
constructed TSFs.

Maodification: Applications by existing TSFs for modifications to existing permits
(defined according to 40 CFR 270.42 “classes”?):

1 USEPA Form 8700 “Hazardous Waste Permit Application Part A” (7 pages), and its
instructions (28 pages), are available over the Internet at
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/data/form8700/forms.htm .

1 The RCRA program defines three “classes” of permit modifications (40 CFR 270.42

Appendix I):

Class 1: Cover routine changes to permits such as correcting typographical errors in the
permit itself, or replacing equipment at a TSDF with functionally equivalent
equipment.

Class 2: Address common or frequently occurring changes needed to maintain a
facility’s level of safety or a TSDF’s requirement to conform to new regulations, or
increase of up to 25% in waste volume capacity.

Class 3: Cover major changes that substantially alter the TSDF or its operations, such as
>25% increase waste volume capacity.
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. Routine changes (i.e. “class 1" or “class 2" permit
modifications such as up to 25% increase in TSF
capacity).

. Significant changes (i.e. “class 3" permit modifications,
such as >25% increase in TSF capacity).

Renewal: Applications by existing TSFs for renewal (i.e. continuation) of
existing permits upon expiration. Applications for permit renew
must be submitted at least 180 days prior to expiration (40 CFR
270.10(h)).

Conversion: After its promulgation, the standardized RCRA permit is expected
to induce some TSFs into submitting applications for conversion
(i.e. switching) of conventional RCRA permits before expiration, to
“standardized” permits. Possible benefit to TSFs of conversion is
that subsequent permit modifications become less burdensome.

[-1. What is the Annual Frequency of RCRA Permitting Actions?

In conjunction with the different purposes to a RCRA permit action, a single waste treatment and storage
facility (TSF) may have more than one permit action because of complimentary reasons:

. Within the facility’s operating lifetime, by extension (i.e. renewal) of its operating
permit beyond the 10-year maximum duration permit period.

. Within a single year, by:

. Permit modification, new permit or permit renewal involving multiple units located
and operating within the same facility, each unit with its own RCRA permit.

. Permit modification, new permit or permit renewal involving multiple RCRA
wastecodes applicable to a single facility or unit within a facility.

Table 5 and the associated histogram below present a summary over the history of the RCRA permitting
program which dates back to 1980. Because RCRA permits once issued are valid for a fixed duration not
to exceed ten years, permit renewal actions did not begin until the ninth year (i.e. FY1989) into the RCRA
permit program.

As presented in the 01 July 1999 version of the CFR, the Appendix | permit modification class
reference contains 12 examples for tanks, 9 examples for containers, and 11 examples for
containment buildings, as summarized below:

Tyvpe of TSDFE Unit Class 1 Class 2 Class Total
1. Tank systems 5 5 2 12
2. Containers 4 3 2 9
3. Containment 2 6 3 11

Column totals 11 14 Z 32
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Table 5: National Annual RCRA Permit Actions for 1981-1999:
Hazardous Waste Storage and Non-Thermal Treatment Units

Total permit Subtotal
Fiscal determinations permit
ltem Year* completed renewals
1 1981 0 0
2 1982 0 0
3 1983 31 0
4 1984 76| 0
5 1985 34 0
6 1986 41 0
7| 1987 55 0
8 1988 93 0
9 1989 121
10*¥ 1990 134 11
11 1991 114 12
12 1992 108 272
13 1993 109 25
14 1994 90 33
15 1995 94 44
16 1996 83 52
17 1997 64 39
18 1998 75 47
19 1999 53 36
Column totals= 1,375 326
Annual averages:
All 19 years = 72.4 17.2
Last 10 years = 92.4 32.1
Last 5 years 5 73.8 43.4
Last 3 years 5 64.0 40.7

Explanatory Notes:

a) * Fiscal Year = 01 October prior to year shown, to 30 September of year shown.

b) ** Because RCRA permits are valid for a maximum 10-year period, the annual pattern of

permit actions exhibits a cyclical pattern, as evidenced by the increased level of actions in the

timeseries data above around the tenth year in the RCRA permit program (i.e. FY1990),

corresponding to permit renewal actions associated with the initial set of permits from 1980.

c) Data source= "Permitting Program Accomplishments Reports" website:
http://www.epa.gov/oswfiles/rcraweb/web_reporting/permit.htm.

Data reflect historical "Permit Workload Universe" of 1,257 TSD facilities in the USA. which

operated at least one storage and/or non-treatment unit.

d) The RCRA TSDF operating permit program began in 1980, so FY1981 is first data year.
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[Il. ECONOMIC ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS

llI-A. What are the Potential Sources of Cost Savings Associated with a
“Standardized” RCRA Permit?

The USEPA is proposing to add a new part to 40 CFR (i.e. Part 267) that specifies both the general facility
and the unit-specific, streamlined requirements under the new standardized permit process. As described
in the Federal Register announcement, in general, the conventional RCRA permit process — in comparison
to the proposed “standardized” RCRA permit process — requires a relatively greater level of administrative
resources for both TSFs and for USEPA/state for obtaining and maintaining RCRA industrial hazardous
waste permits, such as involving:

. TSFs to prepare a much more detailed RCRA permit application.
. USEPA/states to conduct a more extensive permit application review.
. “Back-and-forth” between permit applicants and the USEPA or authorized states

that normally takes place as both parties come to agreement on the completeness
and accuracy of the permit application.

These requirements may impose a significant administrative workload to both TSFs and USEPA/state, and
time delay. The standardized permit process proposes to streamline this permit review activity. The
standardized permit process also proposes streamlined procedures for modifying standardized permits.
However, it is important to emphasize that the standardized permit does not propose to reduce regulatory
compliance burden. Consequently, any potential cost savings to TSFs and to USEPA/states relate only to
administrative paperwork burden reductions, not to decreased levels of technical compliance burden.
The scope of the cost savings assessment of this economic study is therefore limited to a quantitative
assessment of the potential effect of standardized RCRA permits on administrative burden hours.

-A.1. Qualitative Sources of Benefits Outside Scope of This Study:

As a type of streamlined permit, “standardized” RCRA permits may also provide eligible TSFs with
additional and indirect benefits in the form of improved efficiencies to company business planning and
financial budgeting activities. For example, one proposed feature of the standardized RCRA permit is a
120-day time limit on the permit review/decision process, compared to no time-limit under the conventional
RCRA permit process (only determination of permit application “completeness” by permitting authorities is
subject to a 60-day limit under the conventional process (40 CFR 124.3(c))).

Although not quantified or otherwise documented in this study, this proposed time limit may
conceivably provide eligible TSFs with increased certainty (i.e. decreased uncertainty) in the status and
timely disposition of their permit applications, which may translate into the following business risk
management benefits to eligible TSFs:

Business Budgeting: Smaller annual company budget (cash flow)
contingencies required for investment projects (less
uncertainty requires less contingency). Increased
company efficiency in allocating capital to investment
projects, and in forecasting and timing company capital
budget needs.
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Business Planning: Shortened company business planning period requiring
less strategic company resources (e.g. less management
and accounting personnel time spent in planning
activities).

TSF Performance: Increased technical and financial performance of TSF
units from timelier (and possibly more frequent) waste
management equipment and/or process modernization.
Guaranteed turn-around time in permit actions may in
effect lower the cost to eligible TSFs for unit
modifications.

l-A.2. Sources of Administrative Cost Savings Included in This Study:

Because of its intentional streamlining design, the “standardized” permit is expected to provide net cost
savings based on an incremental reduction in the administrative burden in comparison to existing (i.e.
“conventional”’) RCRA permitting process, to two parties:

. Eligible RCRA TSFs.
. RCRA permitting authorities (i.e. USEPA regional offices and State offices).

The standardized permit proposal contains three levels of potential administrative cost savings to owners
and operators of TSFs and to USEPA/states, consisting of 15 cost savings items as listed in the Federal
Register announcement (FR Tables 1, 3 and 4):

Permit application/review savings: Of the 14 steps listed under the conventional
RCRA permit process (under 40 CFR 124 &
270), the standardized permit process proposes
to drop five of these 14 steps (see Table 1 of the
FR announcement for the proposal).

Permit provisions savings: Of the 23 provisions associated with the
conventional permit process (i.e. under 40 CFR
270), the standardized permit process proposes
to reduce the administrative burden of four of
these 23 provisions (see Table 4 of the FR
announcement).

Permit technical content savings: Of the 24 technical, general facility and unit-
specific standards associated with conventional
permits (i.e. 40 CFR 264), standardized permits
reduce or eliminate six of these 24 technical
standards (as described in the proposed new
part 40 CFR 267); (see Table 3 of the FR
announcement).

As listed in Table 6 below, compared to the requirements and administrative steps of the RCRA

conventional permitting process, the “standardized” permitting process proposes to allow eligible TSDFs to
either reduce or eliminate the following permit application requirements:
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Table 6: List of 15 Administrative Requirements Either Reduced or Eliminated

Under the “Standardized” RCRA Permit Proposal,
Compared to the Conventional RCRA Permit Process

Standard- Cost Savings
Existing ized Beneficiary
40 CFR Permit
Permit Change Permit
Item Source of Cost Savings © Citation Proposed ® | TSF Authority

A. Permit Application/Review Cost Savings (5 items from FR Table 1):

1 Public notice at Part B application submittal 124.32 Eliminate X

2 Review application for completeness 1243 Eliminate X

3 Issue notice of deficiency as necessary 1243 Eliminate X

4 TSF respond to notice of deficiency 124.3 Eliminate X

5 Determine application is complete 124.3 Eliminate X

B. Permitting Provisions Cost Savings (4 items from FR Table 4):

6 Permit application requirements 270.10 Modify X

7 Submittal & review of Part B permit application 270.1© Eliminate X X

8 Permit modification requirements 270.42 Modify X X

9 Permit renewal after expiration 270.51 Modify @ X

C. Permit Technical Content Cost Savings (6 items® from FR Table 3):

10 Construction quality assurance program 264.19 Not appl.?

11 Manifests for wastes accepted from offsite 264.71 Not appl.?

12 Groundwater monitoring (for detection, compliance, | 264.97-100 Not appl.®

corrective action)

13 Closure plan requirements:

13a Submit closure plan 264.112 Defer X X

13b Submit closure cost estimate 264.142 Modify X X

13c Closure financial assurance ©@ 264.143 Modify

14 Post-closure requirements: ™

14a Post-closure plan 264.118 Not appl @

14b Post-closure cost estimate 264.144 Not appl @

14c Post-closure financial assurance 264.145 Not appl @

14d Post-closure notices (land zoning & deed) 264.119 Not appl @

l4e Post-closure certification of completion 264.120 Not appl @

15 Financial assurance for non-sudden liability 264.147b Not appl @
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Explanatory Notes:
(a) Source: Cost savings items based on Tables 1, 3, and 4 of the preamble to the Federal Register (FR) announcement of the proposal.
(b) The USEPA will provide the streamlined technical requirements of the proposed RCRA “standardized” permit, once finalized and
promulgated, as a new part of the CFR (i.e. as 40 CFR Part 267, which will be comparable in scope to Part 264 for conventional permits),
and modify the corresponding sections of 40 CFR 124 and 270 to reflect standardized permit procedural and provision changes.
(c) Part B must still be completed but may be kept on-site with the TSF; 40 CFR 270.1 contains the existing requirement that TSFs must
submit Part B of the permit application, however the contents of Part B are contained in 40 CFR 270.14 to 270.28.
(d) Although the renewal process remains unchanged, burden hours assigned to TSFs for renewal are reduced according to the same
reduction in new permit hours (item 6), because renewal is identical to a new permit application.
(e) Itis important to indicate that this table does not include all proposed changes to the regulations under the “standardized” permit
process; for example, other technical changes include:

(1) Making 40 CFR 264.97 correction action requirements more flexible.

(2) “Variance” not allowed from tank system secondary containment (40 CFR 264.193(g)).

(3) 60-day limit for compensating pay-in to underfunded closure trust fund upon receipt of standardized permit.
(f) TSF closure plans may be submitted six months prior to closure date under a standardized permit, rather than at the date of the initial
permit application as required for conventional permits.
(g9) The FR preamble to the standardized permit proposal describes three changes to closure financial assurance:

(1) Specifies the shorter of the remaining TSF lifespan or a 3-year pay-in period for trustfunds, rather than the lifespan or the 10-

year life of a RCRA permit (40 CFR 264.143(a)(3)).

(2) Revise the financial test ratio of total liabilities:to:total worth, from <2.0, to <1.5 (40 CFR 264.143(f)).

(3) Allow flexibility for the chief financial officer’s letter, rather than prescribed language (40 CFR 264.151(f)).
(h) Clean closure required under standardized permit, as already required for containers under a conventional permit (40 CFR 264.178).
(i) The construction quality assurance program requirement (40 CFR 264.19) under the existing conventional RCRA permit is not applicable
to RCRA standardized permits, because this requirement is only applicable to surface impoundments, wastepiles and landfills, types of
units which are not eligible for standardized permits.
(i) The use of manifest systems for accepting wastes from off-site (40 CFR 264.73) is not applicable to RCRA standardized permits,
because only on-site TSF units are eligible for standardized permits.
(k) Existing RCRA groundwater monitoring requirements (40 CFR 264.97-100) are only applicable to land-based units (i.e. land treatment
units, landfills, surface impoundments, and wastepiles).
() Existing RCRA post-closure requirements (40 CFR 264.118-120), and non-sudden liability (40 CFR 264.147(b)), are only applicable to
land-based disposal units which are not eligible for standardized permits.

The above itemized administrative streamlining features constitute the primary sources of cost savings -- in
comparison and incremental to the current RCRA conventional permitting process -- which are quantified
and monetized in this document below.

For purpose of consistency with the description of the standardized permit proposal contained in
the preamble of the Federal Register (FR) announcement, there are three additional changes to the RCRA
permitting process and possible associated regulatory options discussed in the FR preamble, which are not
presented as separate line items in this background document. These changes have been omitted from the
cost savings assessment of this study, because they provide relatively minor or negligible effects on burden
hours, as described below:

Closure Eligible TSFs may delay providing a facility closure plan until six
plan months (180 days) prior to closure, rather than initially with the permit
application.

Compared to the average burden to TSFs for conventional RCRA
permits of about 21 hours and $1,128 in labor cost (ICR reference
“Source B"), the cost savings will be the time-discounted difference over
the facility lifespan (e.g. 10, 20 or 30 years) of this expenditure, which is
estimated in Attachment B-6 at the end of this document as about $2,000
in savings for the expected average annual two new TSFs eligible for
standardized permits. This minimal effect is excluded from the cost
savings totals presented at the end of this document.

Closure . Do not need to base the facility closure cost estimate on a
cost closure plan, because the plan may be deferred into the future.
estimate . The FR preamble to the standardized permit proposal introduces

six alternative but optional cost estimation methods for public comment.
The effects of these two changes on the average closure cost
estimation burden to TSFs for conventional RCRA permits of 10 hours and
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$528 in labor cost (ICR reference “Source B”) is expected to be minimal.
However, the potential benefits to permitting authorities may include
improved and more uniform closure cost estimates across state permit
programs. Improvements in cost estimation provided by these methods
may provide: (a) more accurate closure cost estimates, thereby improving
the efficiency of closure financial assurance pay-in schedules; (b)
reduced transfer of TSF closure costs to public funds in event of TSF
bankruptcies at closure.

Closure . Specifies the shorter of the remaining TSF lifespan or a
financial 3-year pay-in period, rather than the lifespan or the 10-year life
assurance of a RCRA permit (40 CFR 264.143(a)(3)).

Attachments B-7 and B-8 present a comparison using low-end,
medium and high-end closure costs of $13,000, $565,000 and $37.0
million. At a 7.0% discount rate, the shorter pay-in period results in direct
funding cost savings under the medium case of about $2,000. However,
this savings is not included in this study because (a) only two new facility
permits per year are expected during the 30-year POA, and (b) only 12%
of TSFs use a trustfund mechanism.*?

. Revises the financial test (and corporate guarantee) ratio for
of total liabilities:to:total worth, from <2.0, to <1.5 (40 CFR 264.143(f)).

This change is expected to reduce bankruptcy at closure.
Although the financial test and corporate guarantee are used by 45% of
TSDFs, bankruptcy occurs in only 1% of TSDF closure cases (based on
the USEPA Region 4 1996 study of 100 TSDFs). Consequently, closure
payment transfer benefits in the form of avoided bankruptcy cases may
be minimal.

. Relaxes the financial test special report requirement from
independent certified public accountant (40 CFR 264.143(f)(3)(i)).

Possible cost savings is estimated at 4.0 burden hours ($247) for
such CPA report (assumed same as CFO letter cost in ICR “Source C”
Exh.8). If applied to 45% of the average annual two new RCRA permit
actions over a 30-year period (2001 to 2030), produces a discounted
average annual cost savings estimate of about $240 (see Attachment B-
9).

. Allows flexibility for the chief financial officer’s letter (4.0 burden
hours at $247 in cost, ICR “Source C" Exhibit.8), for the financial test and

12 According to the 1996 USEPA study “Revised Draft Report on Analysis of Cost Estimates
for Closure and Post-Closure Care”, involving a non-random sample of 100 TSDFs located in USEPA
Region 4, TSDFs use the following eight types of financial assurance mechanisms (Contract nr. 68-
W4-0007, WA nr. R11007, PRC Environmental Management Inc., 15 Oct 1996, Table 2, p.10):

Financial % of TSDFs Financial Mechanism % of TSDFs
Mechanism

1. Financial test 35% 5. Insurance 5%

2. Letters of credit 30% 6. Surety bonds 4%

3. Trust funds 12% 7. State mechanisms 3%

4. Corporate 10% 8. Bankruptcy (no 1%
guarantee mechanism)
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corporate guarantee, rather than use prescribed CFR language (40 CFR
264.151(f)). The possible advantage provided in letter authorship flexibility
to some CFOs, is assumed in this analysis as offsetting the possible
disadvantage to some CFOs in adapting letter language provided in the

CFR.
Corrective Provides three expedited corrective action determination options:
action . Incorporation by reference (i.e. incorporate non-RCRA state

cleanup conditions upfront into the new standardized permit). No net
effect on permitting agency burden hours anticipated.

. Postponement (i.e. include permit provisions to postpone
corrective action determination until completion of non-RCRA cleanup
program, whereby permit is modified to reflect cleanup adequacy or
inadequacy determination). The possible benefit is the time-discounted
value of postponing corrective action determination from upfront at time of
permit application, to a later year. This time-discounting effect is
expected to be relatively minor in aggregate (national) magnitude —
particularly when applied to the relatively small number of two future
projected eligible (new) permits annually — and is not estimated in this
study.

. Deferral (i.e. allow RCRA permitting authorities upfront to defer
completely corrective action conditions in a standardized permit to a non-
RCRA cleanup program). No net effect on permitting agency burden
hours anticipated.

[lI-B. How Are National Cost Savings Estimated in this Document?

This study defines potential national cost savings as the incremental difference between national annual
administrative cost (i.e. paperwork and recordkeeping burden) associated with the conventional RCRA
permits program, compared to administrative burden cost associated with the proposed standardized RCRA
permits program. Because the standardized RCRA permit is voluntary (i.e. not a Federal mandate),
national savings also depends on the ultimate number of RCRA authorized states which implement this
program after its finalization.

-B.1. Information & Data Reference Sources:

For the purpose of formulating an estimate of potential cost savings, this document makes use of
secondary sources™® of quantitative information contained in USEPA “Information Collection Request™*

% A “secondary source” is data and information which another person or organization
has observed, gathered, measured, researched, analyzed, and/or compiled for purposes other than
the study at hand. In comparison, a “primary source” of data and information represents direct,
original and personal involvement and connection to the data and information gathering and
analysis for the study at hand. The use of “secondary data” in this background document serves
constructively not only to save time and money in making use of available (i.e. secondary) data
rather than collection of original (i.e. primary) data, but it also serves to provide analytic
consistency with the Federal ICR burden accounting system.

4 Under the 1995 Paperwork Reduction Act (44 USC Chapter 35; see
http://vwww.nara.gov/fedreg/legal/ ), any Federal Government entity must obtain an approval from
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to collect any information from the public. If an
agency such as the USEPA decides to collect information, it must prepare an “Information
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(ICR) documents. In general, USEPA ICRs contain quantitative estimates of the:

Affected entities: Number of potentially affected entities associated with a
regulatory action.

Burden hours: Estimate of the burden hours to affected entities associated with
a regulatory action.

Burden costs: Estimate of the associated burden hour dollar costs to affected
entities.

This background document references three USEPA ICRs dated 1999; two ICRs which were updated in
1999 related to the conventional RCRA permitting process, and a new (1999) ICR developed specifically in
support of the “standardized” RCRA permit proposal:

Source A: USEPA “Supporting Statement for EPA Information Collection
Request Nr. 262.09: RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit Application
and Madification, Part A", (Office of Solid Waste), 22 October
1999.

Source B: USEPA “Supporting Statement for EPA Information Collection
Request Nr. 1573: Part B Permit Application, Permit
Modifications, and Special Permits”, (Office of Solid Waste), 27
October 1999.

Source C: USEPA “Supporting Statement for Information Collection Request
Nr. 1935.01: Standardized Permit for RCRA Hazardous Waste
Management Facilities”, (Office of Solid Waste), 16 November
1999.

It is important to explain how this particular ICR and this
“Economics Background Document” differ in their respective
study frameworks and conclusions. The purpose of this
reference ICR was to estimate the total annual burden hours and
cost to affected entities (i.e. eligible TSFs + permitting authorities)
under the proposed standardized RCRA permits rule, whereas the
purpose of this “Economics Background Document” was to

Collection Request” (ICR) and submit it for OMB approval. An ICR explains what information wvill
be collected, why the information is needed, who will need to respond, and gives an estimate of
the burden hours (and of the burden cost in dollars) the public will incur to get and report the
requested information. After reviewing an ICR, OMB may disapprove, approve, or place conditions
which must be met for approving the ICR. The ICR process was designed to ensure that
unnecessary collections are not conducted and that the public burden for approved collections is
minimized.

According to both the 1995 PRA and to OMB's implementing regulations (5 CFR Part
1320), Federal government agencies are to measure paperwork burden to affected individuals,
households, businesses, and organizations, in terms of the time and financial resources the public
devotes annually to meet one-time and recurring Federal information requests. The term "burden"
means the "time, effort, or financial resources" the public expends to provide information to or for a
Federal agency, or otherwise fulfill statutory or regulatory requirements. For a list of Federal agency
ICRs under review by OMB see the website:
http://mvww.whitehouse.gov/library/omb/OMBPPRWK.HTM . For descriptive information and
answers to frequently asked questions about ICRs, visit USEPA’s ICR website:
http://www.epa.gov/opperidl/index.htm .

In 1999 OMB initiated a preliminary reevaluation of its guidance to agencies on estimating
and reporting paperwork burden. As part of this effort, OMB seeks comment on how to increase
the uniformity, accuracy, and comprehensiveness of agency burden measurement (see
http://Mmvww.whitehouse.gov/OMB/fedreq/5cfr1320.html ).
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estimate the incremental change in annual burden hours and
associated burden cost, relative to the baseline (i.e. conventional)
RCRA permitting program. [Because of its intentional
streamlining design, the a priori expected incremental net
change is reduction in permit burden.]

Consequently, because of these two different study
frameworks, the reference ICR concluded that the proposed
standardized permit would results in 24,593 annual burden
hours and $1.846 million in associated labor annual costs,
whereas this document provides an incremental net decrease (i.e.
savings) in annual burden hour and associated labor cost.

Currently, Federal agencies separately estimate the "burden hour" and "burden cost" of each particular
information collection. This ensures that all types of paperwork and administrative burden are taken into
account, but requires two calculations of burden, one in the form of "burden hours" and the other in the
form of "dollars”". Consequently, this document also presents two separate, respective estimates of cost
savings in the form of both annual burden hour reduction and annual burden cost reduction associated with
the standardized permit proposal.

In addition to these three ICRs, this document also references the preamble of the USEPA Office
of Solid Waste’s Federal Register announcement for the RCRA standardized permit proposal, and the US
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), for descriptive information about permitting requirements under the
“standardized” permit proposal and under the conventional RCRA permit process, respectively.

-B.2. National Cost Savings Estimation Methodology:

USEPA estimated potential cost savings by applying the following four-step estimation method:

Step 1. Itemized burden hours: Using burden hour data from the reference
documents “Source A”, “Source B” and “Source C” listed above, this first
step estimated the expected change in burden hours separately to both
eligible TSFs and to permitting authorities, associated with the 15 potential
items of cost savings as identified in Table 6 above in this document (also
see Attachment A-1).

Table 8 below presents the results of this first step. Burden hour
entries in Table 8 with a “+” indicate an incremental burden cost increase
relative to the conventional RCRA permit baseline burden hours, and unit
hour entries with “-* indicate burden cost savings.

Changes in burden hours are assumed in this study to occur
completely within the year of the permit action, because of the 120-day
decision time limit for permitting authorities as proposed under the
standardized permit.

Step 2: Burden hour subtotals: The second step involved computing respective
burden hour change subtotals assigned to each of the:

. Three types of eligible TSF units (i.e. containers, tank systems,
and containment buildings), and
. Four types of RCRA permitting actions (i.e. renewals,

conversions, new permits, and modifications).
Table 9 below separately displays the results of this step for eligible TSFs,

for permitting authorities, and combined (i.e. TSFs + permitting
authorities). (Also see top-half of Attachment A-2).
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Step 3: Burden hour monetization: The respective burden hour reduction
assumptions and burden hour subtotals generated in Steps 1 and 2, were
monetized into dollar values on a “per permit action” basis, by multiplying
burden hours with the 1999 overhead-loaded, hourly labor wage rates ($
per hour) shown in Table 7 below:

Table 7: Labor Costs Applied for Monetizing Burden Hours
(Overhead-Loaded Average Hourly Cost)

Labor Category ($/hour)
Affected
Personnel Legal Mngrl Tech Clerical
Eligible TSFs $102 $73 $53 $27
Permit authorities $61 $57 $42 $17

Source: USEPA-OSW, “Supporting Statement for Information Collection Request
Nr. 1935.01: Standardized Permit for RCRA Hazardous Waste Management
Facilities", 16 Nov 1999, Sections 6b & 6c respectively (i.e. ICR “Source C").
“Loaded” costs above are not intended to double-count clerical in overhead.

The results of this monetization step are presented in Tables 10,
separately for eligible TSFs, for permitting authorities, and combined (also
see bottom of Attachment A-2).

Step 4. Annual burden reduction: This step involved the multiplication of the
monetary (dollar) value of burden hour subtotals per permit action
generated in Step 3 (displayed in Table 10), times the respective future
annual nationwide frequency of permit actions shown in Table 11 (arrayed
in Attachment B-1) associated with:

. Four types of permit actions.
. Three types of eligible TSF units.

Future permit actions and associated burden reduction cost savings are
arrayed (see Attachments B-2, B-3, B-4) according to a consequence
flow diagram or schedule, consisting of two timeline elements:

. “Baseyear”: defined in this study as the year 2001 which
represents the possible earliest start year for standardized RCRA
permits after rule promulgation, used to represent the first year of
the cost savings analysis.

. “Period-of-analysis”: defined in this study as the 30-year period
2001 to 2030, which represents a medium-term POA. A
sensitivity analysis at the end of this study present results
according to alternative POAs (i.e. 10- and 20-years)."®

5 The “period-of-analysis” (POA) is the timespan over which the economic effects of a
project, program, activity, equipment will be evaluated. The POA may also be called the “study
period” or “planning horizon”. POAs have different possible working definitions, and the length
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. “Constant dollar” valuation: The monetary values of future annual
burden hour reductions over the POA (i.e. future cost savings
stream), are valued in constant dollars (often called “real” dollars
or constant “purchasing power”), not in inflated dollars. This
practice is consistent with economic analysis principles.
“Constant dollars” are usually defined according to the price levels
corresponding to the year in which an economic study is
conducted (in this case, constant dollar values correspond to the
19993 ICR reference labor wage data). [In contrast, “nominal”,
“current” or “actual” dollar valuation is based on future price
levels and is often applied for financial or cash-flow analysis. The
sensitivity analysis at the end of this document presents the
effect of future price inflation on estimated cost savings.]

Attachments B-2, B-3 and B-4 at the end of this document present the
respective estimated cost savings (i.e. combined savings, TSFs savings
only, and permitting authorities savings only). Each of these three
attachments present three complementary measures (i.e. metrics) of
estimated cost savings over the 30-year POA:

. Non-discounted total savings over the POA.
. Discounted “net present value” (NPV) of POA savings.
. Discounted “average annual equivalent” (AAE) of POA savings.

The NPV and AAE cost savings measures follow the cash flow
equivalence computation technique generally known as the “Equivalent
Uniform Annual Cost” (EUAC) method.*® For the two discounted cost
savings measures, the OMB prescribed discount rate for Federal

of a particular POA may be determined in several ways. For example, POAs may be defined as
either the:

- “Technical life” (i.e. the potential “operating life” or “engineering life” that a normally
operated and maintained project will continue to function; or
- “Economic life” (i.e. sometimes also called the “required service period”, “useful life”, or

“project life” which represent the time period over which society experiences either benefits

or costs of a project).
Economic life may be the same or less than technical life, but never greater. In the case of
comparison of multiple project alternatives, a “lowest common multiple” POA is appropriate so that
project comparisons are made using equal POA timespans. POAs may also be defined as a matter
as policy; for example, it is Federal policy to use a 50-year POA in the economic analysis of most
water resource projects although a 100-year POA may be used for large, multi-purpose and major
long-term water resource projects (US Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering Regulation ER1105-2-
100, 28 Dec 1990, p.5-9). OMB'’s Federal regulatory economic analysis guidelines do not specify
any particular required or alternative POAs, although OMB does identify two potential candidate
POA reference periods for Federal acquisition of capital assets: (a) life cycle cost POA and (b)
economic life POA (source: OMB, Circular Nr. A-94, 29 Oct 1992, p.16,
http:/Mmvww.whitehouse.gov/OMB/circulars/a094/a094.html ). The 30-year POA applied in this
study represents a “medium-term” POA, as compared to a 20-year “short-term” POA and a 50-
year “long-term” POA, as defined by the USEPA in “Supplemental Appendix C” (pp.7,8) to its
March 1991 reprinted “Guidelines for Preparing Regulatory Impact Analysis”, Office of Policy,
Planning & Evaluation, (which are undergoing revision in 1999).

®* The “EUAC” economic equivalence and consequences flow method using the
analytical method of time-value “discounting”, is described in numerous engineering economics
textbooks, such as in H.M. Steiner, Public and Private Investments: Socioeconomic Analysis, Books
Associates, Washington DC, 1980.
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regulatory analyses of 7.00% was applied.*” The purpose of
“discounting” over the future POA is to convert cash flows which occur at
different points over time, into economic equivalence values relative to a
single base year.

Table 11 below presents the estimated future average annual
frequency of the four types of RCRA permitting actions, as expected to
apply to eligible TSFs. Attachment B-1 arrays these annual actions
according to the 30-year POA. This future average frequency is a
borrowed working assumption in this economic analysis from ICR “Source
C”. (Note that Section IV of this document presents a sensitivity analysis
of cost savings to alternative non-constant, future permit action
frequencies).

Table 12 below summarizes the AAE results of this step
separately for both eligible TSFs and for permitting authorities, as well as
on combined national cost savings basis (i.e.eligible TSFs + permitting
authorities).

[II-C. What Are the Results of the National Cost Savings Estimation?

The following six tables (i.e. Tables 8 to 12) display the respective data and computational elements,
assigned numerical values, and results for each step of the cost savings estimation method described
above:

17 In Section Ill.A.3 of its “Economic Analysis of Federal Regulations Under Executive Order
12866" (11 January 1996), the US Office of Management and Budget (OMB) directs Federal
regulatory agencies such as the USEPA to apply a 7.00% discount rate to economic analyses of
the benefits and costs of Federal regulations (see OMB’s website at
http://mvww.whitehouse.gov/OMB/riaguide.html ). This discount rate is prescribed by OMB in its
“Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs™, Circular Nr. A-94,
Revised Transmittal Memorandum Nr. 64, 29 October 1992, 26pp.(
http:/Mmvww.whitehouse.gov/OMB/circulars/a094/a094.html ).

Executive Order (EO) 12866 “Regulatory Planning and Review” (30 September 1993)
contains a statement of philosophy, principles, procedures, guidelines and a planning mechanism,
for Federal regulatory agencies to follow during the development, evaluation, selection and
finalization (i.e. promulgation) of “significant” regulatory actions. EO12866 applies to all
existing regulations, as well as to new proposed and to new final Federal regulatory actions.
Section 3(f) of EO-12866 defines “significant” regulatory actions as any action which may result in
a rule that may:

= Have an annual [adverse] effect on the economy of $100 million or more (or other material
effect).

= Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with another Federal agency.

< Materially alter the budgetary impact of Federal entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs.

= Raise novel legal or policy issues.

For “significant” regulations (particularly those with >$100 million in effect), both EO-12866 and
OMB’s guidance prescribe special required regulatory development procedures and economic
analysis requirements. As explained in the preamble to the Federal Register announcement, the
USEPA has designated the RCRA “standardized” permit proposal as a “significant” regulatory
action because it raises novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates (i.e. per the fourth
definition above). However, because of the facts that the “standardized” permit: (a) is voluntary for
eligible entities and state permitting authorities, (b) will not impose up-front increased costs on
eligible entities relative to the conventional RCRA permit baseline, and (c) is deregulatory in that it
will provide net benefits to eligible entities in the form of cost savings, the USEPA has not
conducted a formal “Economic Assessment”.
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Economics Background Document 03 May 2000

Table 8: Change in Administrative Burden Hours per RCRA Permit Action
Under the RCRA “Standardized” Permit Proposal

Eligible TSFs (hours) Permitting Authorities (hours)
Existing
40 CFR Sub-
Item citation Leg Mgr Tech Cler total Leg Mgr Tech Cler Sub-total

A. Permit Application/Review:

1 124.32
2 124.3
3 124.3
4 124.3
5 124.3
A. subtotal= -5.0 -4.6
B. Permitting Provisions:
6 270.10 -1.0 +0.50 -0.50 0 -1.00 _
7 270.1 cnt 0 0 0 -7.50 -7.50 0 -1.75 -52.75 -4.20 -58.70
270.1 tnk 0 -1.75 -62.75 -4.20 -68.70
270.1 bld 0 -1.75 | -108.75 -4.20 -112.70
8* 270.42 (R) 0 0 -2.00 -0.10 -2.10 0 0 0 0 0
270.42 (S) 0 -0.75 -6.00 -1.35 -8.10 0 0 0 0 0
B. subtotals**= -19.7 -80.0
C. Permit Technical Content:
10 264.19 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
11 264.71 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
12 264.97-100 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
13a 264.112 No savings because closure cost est. must still be submitted initially, even though plan is deferred.
13b 264.142 0 -0.75 -7.75 -1.00 -9.50 0 0 0 0 0
13c 264.143 Revised closure financial assurance test affects the number of eligible TSFs, not permit cost.
l4a 264.118 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
14b 264.144 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
1l4c 264.145 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
14d 264.119 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
14e 264.120 No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
15 264.147b No savings - this technical requirement does not apply to units eligible for standardized permits.
C. subtotals= -9.5 0
Grand totals*** = -34.2 -84.6
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Explanatory Notes:

(a) Leg=legal; Mgr=managerial; Tech=technical; Cler=clerical. R=routine (class 1 or 2); S=significant (class 3).

(b) Zero (“0") hours indicate either that: (1) a particular labor category assumed not involved in a particular permitting activity, or
(2) there is no incremental difference relative to hours assumed under the conventional RCRA permit process baseline.

(c) Plus (“+”) hours indicate an incremental increase in unit hours assumed relative to the conventional permit process.

(d) Shaded cells indicate that the particular administrative savings item does not apply to one of the two parties.

(e) * Item 8 above split to reflect different unit hour assumptions for class 1 or class 2 “routine” (R), and for class 3 “significant”
(S) permit modifications. (Only class 1 burden data used for “routine”, and Class 3 burden data for “significant”.)

(f) Although permit renewal process (item 9) remains unchanged, burden hours changed according to the same reduction in
new permit hours (item 6), because the renewal process remains identical to a new permit application (270.51(a)(1)).

(g) ** B. subtotal represents average of Item 7 between containers, tank systems, containment buildings.

(h) Because comparison of the respective ICR reference data for items 8 and 9 are inconsistent, activities under both IP and SP
assumed similar burden, so zero hours assigned above.

(i) *** Grand total unit hours shown do not strictly apply to every permit action (e.g. both routine and significant permit
modifications from item 8 are included in grand total); grand totals are computed here for use as a general benchmark.

(j) Data source: See the supplemental spreadsheet provided as an Attachment at the end of this document for identification of
data sources and explanation of unit hour assumptions.

Table 9: Changes in Burden Hours Per Permit Action,
Sub-totaled by Type of Eligible TSF Unit, and by Type of Permit Action

Type of RCRA Permit Action

New permits Modifications
Type of Eligible Re- Conver- New Interim Routine | Significant
RCRA TSF Unit newals sions TSFs status (1or2) (class 3)
A. Unit Hour Reduction to Eligible TSFs:
1. Containers -23.0 +4.5 -23.0 -23.0 2.1 -8.1
2. Tank Systems -23.0 +4.5 -23.0 -23.0 2.1 -8.1
3. Containment Bldgs -23.0 +4.5 -23.0 -23.0 2.1 -8.1

B. Unit Hour Reduction to Permitting Authorities (i.e. USEPA/states):

1. Containers -63.3 +1.25 -63.3 -63.3 0 0
2. Tank Systems -73.3 +1.25 -73.3 -73.3 0 0
3. Containment Bldgs -117.3 +1.25 -117.3 -117.3 0 0

C. Unit Hour Reduction Combined (i.e. TSFs + Authorities):

1. Containers -86.3 +5.75 -86.3 -86.3 2.1 -8.1
2. Tank Systems -96.3 +5.75 -96.3 -96.3 -2.1 -8.1
3. Containment Bldgs -140.3 +5.75 -140.3 -140.3 -2.1 -8.1

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Burden hours are incremental to the conventional RCRA permit process baseline (see Attachments A-1 & A-2).
(b) Conversion incrementally increase (“+") rather than reduce (“-*) TSF and permitting authority burden, because
conversions to “standardized” permits would not occur under the conventional RCRA permitting process baseline.
(c) Interim status hours assumed similar to renewal burden, as assumed in ICR “Source C".
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Table 10: Monetized (Dollar) Value of Changes in Burden Hours Per RCRA Permit Action
Sub-totaled by Type of Eligible TSF Unit, and by Type of Permit Action

Type of RCRA Permit Action
New permits Modifications
Type of Eligible Re- Conver- New Interim Routine | Significant
RCRA TSF Unit newals sions TSFs status (1or2) (class 3)
A. Burden Hour Reduction to Eligible TSFs:
1. Containers -$1,035 +$459 -$1,035 -$1,035 -$109 -$409
2. Tank Systems -$1,035 +$459 -$1,035 -$1,035 -$109 -$409
3. Containment Bldgs -$1,035 +$459 -$1,035 -$1,035 -$109 -$409
B. Burden Hour Reduction to Permitting Authorities:
1. Containers -$2,571 +$56 -$2,571 -$2,571 $0 $0
2. Tank Systems -$2,991 +$56 -$2,991 -$2,991 $0 $0
3. Containment Bldgs -$4,839 +$56 -$4,839 -$4,839 $0 $0
C. Total Burden Hour Reduction to Both Parties (A+B):
1. Containers -$3,606 +515 -$3,606 -$3,606 -$109 -$409
2. Tank Systems -$4,026 +515 -$4,026 -$4,026 -$109 -$409
3. Containment Bldgs -$5,874 +515 -$5,874 -$5,874 -$109 -$409
Explanatory Notes:
(b) All monetary values in this table rounded to nearest whole dollar (1999%).
(c) “+” indicates an incremental increase and “-“ indicated an incremental decrease in burden costs relative to the
conventional RCRA permit process baseline.
Table 11: Expected Average Annual Future Frequency of RCRA “Standardized” Permit Actions
Conver. New permits Modifications* aE%E‘;I
Type of Eligible Re- sions New | Interim | Routine | Significant permit
RCRA TSF Unit newals *k TSFs | status (1or2) (class 3) actions
1. Containers 12 73 2 79 17 7 190
2. Tank Systems 8 51 1 67 13 5 145
3. Containment Bldgs 0 1 0 4 1 0 6
Non-duplicative totals 14 79 2 80 18 7 200
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Explanatory Notes:

(a) Source: Based on data supplied in Table 2 of the ICF Inc. report “Supporting Statement for Information Collection
Request Nr. 1935.01: Standardized Permit for RCRA Hazardous Waste Facilities”, 16 Nov 1999. Data in that source are
based on ICF Inc’s analysis of the USEPA RCRA “Permitting Program Accomplishments Report” (PPAR) for the period 01
Oct 1980 to 04 Oct 1999, excluding Federally-owned TSFs; annual frequencies above based on USEPA professional
judgement as reported in the ICF Inc. source report. The USEPA PPAR data are available via the Internet at
http://www.epa.gov/oswfiles/rcraweb/web reporting/permit.htm .

(b) * As applied in the ICF Inc. source report, “routine” modifications assumed as 10% of subtotal renewals + conversions
+ new permits, and “significant” modifications assumed as 4% of this same subtotal.

(c) ** Conversions limited to six years and total of 433 (i.e. 50% of existing eligible TSFs; consequently, the average
annual number of permit actions drops from 200 to 121 (i.e. 200-79) after six years.

(d) The “Sensitivity Analysis” Section IV of this Economics Background Document provides alternative (i.e. non-constant)
future annual permit action assumptions. Because of the underlying cyclical nature of annual permit actions
corresponding to 10-year permit validation periods, a uniform annual number of permit actions is a simplification.

Table 12: Estimate of Potential National Cost Savings
for the “Standardized” RCRA Permit Proposal

Average Annual Percentage
Permit Cost Savings Recipient Savings ($000) Share
1. Eligible RCRA TSFs $98 24%
2. USEPA/State Permit Authorities $306 76%
Combined National Savings (1+2) $404 100%
With Estimation Uncertainty Assigned*:
Lower-bound estimate (-10%)= $364
Upper-bound estimate (+30%) = $525

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Average annual permitting cost savings estimated over a future 30-year period 2001-2030, at
constant 1999% and using the OMB 7.00% discount rate.

(b) * Uncertainty= An overall cost savings estimation uncertainty bound of -10% to +30% applied
per “Recommended Practice Nr.18R-97" (15 June 1998, Association for the Advancement of
Cost Engineering http://www.aacei.org ).

Table 10 indicates that on a per-permit basis, the “standardized” permit will affect a decrease in average
RCRA permitting costs (i.e. a reduction in administrative burden), ranging in combined value to eligible
TSFs and to permitting authorities, from about $100 to $5,800 per permit action (1999$), depending upon
the type of permit action involved (i.e. a reduction ranging from 2 to 140 hours per permit action).

Table 10 also confirms the economic incentive to eligible TSFs of converting (i.e. switching) to a
standardized permit, as evidenced by the average $459 permit conversion cost being almost completely
offset by the $409 savings to TSFs of a single “significant” modification (or of the savings from only four
“routine” modifications: 4 x $109 = $436). At a very minimum in absence of future permit modification
savings, the $1,035 savings to TSFs from future permit renewals after conversion, results in a minimum net
savings of $576 per permit (i.e. $1,035 - $459).

In contrast to expected cost savings, permit conversion actions (i.e. switching conventional RCRA
permits to “standardized” RCRA permits before expiration), are expected to result in a temporary increase
in permitting costs of about $500 per conversion action (1999%), because conversion actions would not
occur under the conventional RCRA permitting process baseline.

Table 12 presents the RCRA permitting cost savings estimate on a national basis. On an average
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annual equivalent (AAE) basis, Table 12 indicates that the estimated range in national cost savings is $0.36
to $0.53 million per year (1999%). This range reflects estimation uncertainty applied to the point estimate
of $0.40 million in average annual cost savings. As displayed in Attachment B-2, the average annualized
equivalent (AAE) national cost savings of $0.40 million equates to:

. A discounted net present value (NPV) of $5.0 million in cost savings over the 30-
year future period-of-analysis (POA); and

. $11.5 million in non-discounted total cost savings over the 30-year POA.

This cost savings analysis is based upon an assumed constant average annual RCRA permit action
frequency (i.e. for permit renewals, new permits, and modifications), based on the identical annual RCRA
permit action frequencies applied in the ICR reference “Source C”. That reference developed an assumed
annual permit action frequency based upon RCRA permitting action data from the “Permitting Program
Accomplishments Report” for the 20-year period October 1980 to October 1999, in conjunction with
USEPA best professional judgement.

Table 12 also indicates that 76% of the average annual savings are expected to accrue to permit
authorities, which is an initial indication that although voluntary, the standardized RCRA permit program is
potentially advantageous to states which decide to implement it.

Table 13 compares the estimated cost savings for a standardized permit action, to the average
burden cost associated with conventional RCRA permit actions. The average burden reduction ranges
between 4% to 14%, depending upon (a) the type of permit action, and (b) whether burden hours or
burden cost are used as a comparative measure of burden.

Table 13: Estimated Reduction in RCRA Permit Burden, as a
Percentage of Average Burden for a Conventional RCRA Permit Action

Type of Permit Action % Hour Savings % Cost Savings

A. New Permits & Permit Renewals:

Al. Containers 10% 7%
A2. Tank systems 11% 8%
A3. Cont bldgs 14% 11%

B. Permit modifications:

B1. Routine 10% 9%

B2. Significant 4% 4%

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Source: See supporting data and computations in Attachments B5 & B6.

(b) %hour and %cost savings are slightly different because of differences in labor category
wage rates and the relative proportion of four labor categories in contributing to savings.

It is important to emphasize that this cost savings estimation range reflects and is contingent upon at least
four sources of cost savings estimation uncertainty:

. The ultimate future number of states which voluntarily adopt this type of permitting
process.
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. The future average annual number of eligible TSFs which apply for this type of
permit.

. The future average annual level of permitting activities involving new permits,
permit modifications, permit renewals, and permit conversions.

. Average number of burden hours and associated burden cost per RCRA permit

activity.

[II-D. Does This “Economics Background Document” Comply with Federal
Regulatory Analysis Requirements?

Yes; this document provides the data, analysis and findings which support the Federal regulatory economic
analysis requirements of the following:

. Executive Order 12866 “Regulatory Planning and Review”, (30 Sept 1993). (see
http://mwww.nara.gov/fedreg/eo.html#top ).

. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (PL 104-4).
(see http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/publaw/104publ.html ).

. Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (PL 96-354), as amended by the
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (PL 104-121).
(see http://www.nara.gov/fedreg/legal/ ).

The preamble to the Federal Register announcement for the standardized RCRA permit proposal, contains
a description of these Federal regulatory economic analysis requirements, as well as provides an
explanation of compliance with these requirements, which is not duplicated in this document to reduce
reader burden.
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V. SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

This final section illustrates how the estimated magnitude of national cost savings for the standardized
RCRA permit proposal, varies according to four parameters:

. Period-of-analysis (POA).

. Discount rate.

. Annual number of RCRA permit actions (i.e. future number of eligible TSFs).
. Inflation rate.

With respect to these three sensitivity analysis framework elements, the “base case” applied in this
economic study consists of:

. POA = 30-years (i.e. base year 2001 to 2030).

. Discount rate = 7.0% (as prescribed by January 1996 OMB guidance).

. Permit actions = Constant average annual rate of 121 actions (after the 79
conversions per year phase-out in year six).

. Inflation rate = 0.0% (consistent with economic analysis practices).

The sections below present the estimated national cost savings according to alternative numerical values
assigned to these four parameters, to reflect uncertainty in future values. Attachment C at the end of this
document provides supporting data and computation spreadsheets.

IV-A. Does National Cost Savings Depend Upon the Period-of-Analysis and the
Discount Rate Applied?

Yes. OMB states in its 1992 discount rate guidance “Circular A-94" to Federal agencies, that economic
benefit and cost analyses:

“[S]hould show the sensitivity of the discounted net present value [of program benefits and costs] and
other outcomes to variations in the discount rate, [including] a higher discount rate than 7 percent”.
(OMB Circular A-94 “Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs”, 29
Oct 1992, p.9, http://mwww.whitehouse.gov/OMB/circulars/a094/a094.html ).

However, as indicated in the prior section of this study, OMB does not specify any required POA or
sensitivity analysis range for POAs.

A discount rate range of 3% to 10% is applied in this document and displayed in Table 14 below.
This 3% to 10% range is identical to the range defined by the USEPA as relevant to illustrating the
sensitivity of net present value calculations for environmental economics studies, as stated in the Agency’s
“Guidelines for Regulatory Impact Analysis”, March 1991 reprint, Appendix C, p.C4). At one level of
generality, lower discount rates (e.g. <5%) are often classified as “social” or “economic” discount rates,
whereas higher discount rates (e.g. >7%) are often classified as “private” or “financial” discount rates.*®

8 It is important to note that discounting which introduces “consumer time preference” or
“investor opportunity cost of resources” into analyses, is distinctly different from the phenomenon
and analytical treatment of price inflation. It is also particularly important within the context of
environmental economics, to indicate that discounting is a controversial topic amongst
economists. For example, in contrast to its accepted and almost universally-prescribed application
in Federal economic analyses and in other public and private sector financial investment decision-
making contexts, some economists argue that the practice of discounting applied in an
environmental decision-making context is inappropriate, in that discounting denies human
intergenerational and ecological equity, and excludes natural resource preservation, among other
reasons. For contemporary surveys of reasons for and against the practice of discounting, see: (a)
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For POA sensitivity analysis, two shorter POAs are applied: 10-year and 20-year POAs. Both
alternative POAs may be said to represent “short-term” POAs, compared to the base case 30-year POA
which represents a “medium-term” POA. Because of the inherent uncertainty in projecting RCRA
permitting activities beyond the medium-term, a “long-term” POA is not presented (the USEPA’s March
1991 reprint “Guidelines for Preparing Regulatory Impact Analysis” indicates a 50-year POA as “long-term”
(“Supplemental Appendix C”, pp.7,8)).

Table 14: Sensitivity Analysis of Estimated National Cost Savings
(to Both Eligible TSFs and to Permitting Authorities Combined),
According to Alternative Discount Rates and Period-of-Analyses ($millions)

Discount Rates> 0% 3% 5% 7% 10%

A. Average Annual Equivalent (AAE):

10-year POA $0.37 $0.38 $0.39 $0.39 $0.40
20-year POA $0.38 $0.39 $0.40 $0.40 $0.41
30-year POA $0.38 $0.39 $0.40 $0.40 $0.41

B. Net Present Value (NPV):

10-year POA $3.7 $3.2 $3.0 $2.8 $2.5
20-year POA $7.6 $5.8 $4.9 $4.3 $3.5
30-year POA $11.5 $7.7 $6.1 $5.0 $3.9

Explanatory Notes:

(a) Shaded cells in this table indicate the “base case” of this study, based on OMB’s 7.00% discount guideline and a
“medium-term” 30-year POA.

(b) The zero percent (0%) discount rate represents non-discounted total cost savings over the respective POAs.

IV-B. Does National Cost Savings Depend Upon the Level of Future RCRA
Permitting Actions?

Although a constant average annual future stream of RCRA permit actions is applied in this document as
the analytical base case, it is conceivable that the future annual RCRA permit action frequency may
deviate from this historical permit action trend, because of numerous economic factors including but not
limited to the following:

Eligible TSFs: Future change (i.e. net increase or net decrease) in the US
national number of operating TSFs eligible for “standardized”
RCRA permits. Among other factors, this is determined by the
number of new TSF construction starts and the number of future
TSF closures.

Portney, Paul R. & John P. Weyant, eds, Discounting and Intergenerational Equity, Resources for
the Future (RFF) Press, 1999, 186pp., and (b) Price, Colin, Time, Discounting & Value, Blackwell
Publishers Oxford UK, 1993, 411pp.
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Permit Actions: Future change in the number and type of RCRA permit actions
involving eligible TSFs.

RCRA rules: Future additions/subtractions to the universe of RCRA wastecodes and
other standards, which ultimately determine the number and annual
guantity of wastestreams which may be managed by eligible hazardous
waste TSFs.

Consequently, the estimate of national cost savings developed in this study is sensitive to the direction of
change in these and other factors affecting annual count of RCRA permit actions. Attachments C-1 to C-
5 provide supporting data and computations to illustrate this sensitivity.

To illustrate this point, the number of US national RCRA permitted TSDFs as reported in the
USEPA “Biennial Reporting System” (BRS) national survey database for the 13-year period 1985-1997 (as
displayed in Table 3 of this background document), are presented in the form of timeseries data graphs in
Attachment C-1 at the end of this document. This attachment presents two alternative graphs, each
containing two lines: one line which connects the raw BRS datapoints, and a second line which depicts the
linear-regression trend based on the datapoints (Attachment C-2 presents the regression results):

All data: The top graph on Attachment C-1 plots all seven BRS datapoints
(i.e. the national number of TSDFs for BRS datayears 1985,
1987, 1989, 1991, 1993, 1995, 1997). Visual inspection of this
first graph indicates that four of the BRS datapoints appear to fall
along the same downward sloping trendline, while three BRS
datapoints appear as “outliers” located above or below this
trendline. The overall “fit" of the linear-regression trendline to
these seven datapoints is only 76%.°

Non-outlying data: The bottom graph on Attachment C-1 plots five non-outlying
datapoints from the seven (i.e. the national number of TSDFs for
BRS datayears 1987, 1989, 1993, 1995, 1997). The two
“outlying” datapoints (i.e. BRS datayears 1985 and 1991)
represent deviations greater than +/-10% from the linear
regression expected trend value for those years based on the
overall linear regression trendline established by the other four
“non-outlying” datapoints. Removal of the two outlier datapoints
improves the overall “fit” of the regression trendline to 95%.%°

1% One way to decide quantitatively how well a straight trendline fits a set of datapoints, is
to note the extent to which the individual datapoints deviate above or below the trendline. This
deviation is measured as the difference in numerical values between the datapoint and the
corresponding value along the trendline. Deviations from trend are expressed by the regression
“R-squared” value, which may range from 0% (i.e. “no fit”) to 100% (i.e “perfect fit”), as the
representation in a single number, of the “goodness of fit” of a regression trendline relative to its
datapoints.

20 Extreme datapoints (observations) that are detached from the remainder of the data are

called “outliers”, and they usually receive special attention in statistical analyses. Although
outliers may represent legitimate measurements, they are more often “mistakes”, i.e. incorrectly
recorded observations, miscoded input into a computer, or measurements from a different
population than the population from which the rest of the sample data was selected. In other
cases when outlying data are correct, further analysis of outliers may reveal special cases, factors
or other considerations. Because the BRS survey, particularly in its earlier years is subject to
national sampling variability and to other sources of survey errors (e.g. because of data flaws, the
USEPA did not release the 1981 and 1983 BRS databases), the exclusion of outlying data is
reasonable for the purpose of establishing overall time trends in the BRS database. On the other
hand, there are also “curvilinear” regression trendlines which may better “fit” all of the seven BRS
datapoints, by accounting for trend curvature over time. Because most data relationships (i.e.
correlations or associations) with another data variable (such as years) possess some curvature,
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Both the datapoint lines and the simple linear regression trendlines in each graph show that the US national
number of all RCRA-permitted TSDFs has declined significantly during this 13-year data period (1985 to
1997).

IV-B.1 Linear Scenario Projection

These historical BRS data provide one simple and convenient basis for establishing a scenario for
the future number of eligible TSFs, which may serve as a proxy or indicator for the possible number of
future RCRA permitting actions. Although the activity of forecasting is often controversial, from an
inferential statistics theoretical perspective?, one of the most prominent and least expensive of formal
forecasting methods is afforded by trend projection involving linear extrapolation of prevailing (i.e. historical
and current) trends. (However, forecasting theorists warn that the crucial premisses of this trend projection
reasoning — the continuation of present trends — is usually very unlikely to be realized.)

Trend projection involves extrapolation of the timeseries trendline inherent in the past and current
datapoints. As displayed in Attachment C-2 to this document, using linear (i.e. straight-line) trend
projection as alternatively applied to both the full BRS dataset (i.e. seven datapoints) and to the non-outlying
dataset (i.e. five BRS datapoints), the forecasted future number of RCRA TSDFs is projected
(unreasonably) to decrease to zero by the year 2007 and 2011, respectively.

This unreasonable linear trend projection result suggests that a “curvilinear” (i.e. second- or third-
order) rather than a “linear” (i.e. first-order) regression — upon which to base a trend projection forecast —
may better “fit” a more reasonable trendline to the historical data, as well as provide a more reasonable
scenario projection of the future national number of TSDF.

IV-B.2 Curvilinear Scenario Projection

The subfield of statistical science associated with trend projection is called “model building”, which is
defined as developing a statistical model that will:

. Provide a good fit to a set of data
. Give good projections or predictions of future values of the data.

Statistical models may take many different mathematical functional forms, but at the risk of
oversimplification, the most common models are usually the following linear (single variable) and two
curvilinear (polynomial variable) forms:

First-order (linear) m=""+$1*P or Log(m) = *" + $1*P

Second-order (curvilinear) m=""+ $1*P + $2*P?

curvilinear trend models will often better “fit” a dataset. For additional information on data outliers
and data regression, see J.T. McClave & P.G. Benson, Statistics for Business and Economics,
Dellen-Macmillan, 1988.

21 1t is important to distinguish between two fundamentally different conceptual
orientations to forecasting:

- Prediction: Indicating what the future will (probably or presumably) be by informative
specifications attempting to preindicate what will happen (i.e. concern with actualities).
- Scenario projection: Indicating what the future might be by surveying possible courses of

future developments by formulating imaginative speculations about what might happen (i.e.
concern with possibilities).
The latter rather than the former is the conceptual orientation applied in the historical data trendline
projections of this study for purpose of sensitivity analysis.
One recent academic reference to the theory of forecasting is Nicholas Rescher, Predicting the
Future: An Introduction to the Theory of Forecasting, State University of New York Press, 1998,
315pp.
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Third-order (curvilinear) m=""+$1*P + $2*P? + $3*P?

Where:

m= dependent data variable (annual count of TSDFs)
"= constant term (estimated by statistical regression)
$= coefficient (estimated by statistical regression)

P= independent data variable (data year in time series)
Log= either natural or base-10 logarithm.

In general, a graph of a nth-order polynomial (curvilinear) model will contain a total of (n-1) peaks and
troughs (i.e inflexion points), such that time series data which exhibit a single change in curve slope may be
fit with a second-order curvilinear model, whereas data which exhibit two or more changes in curve slopes
may be better fit with a third-order (or higher) curvilinear model.

Attachments C-3 and C-4 present the resultant curvilinear trend projection graphs and data
associated with second- and third-order curvilinear modeling based on the 13-year TSDF universe
historical data (i.e. 1985-1997), along with a scenario projection for the future 30-year period-of-analysis
(i.e. 2001-2030 POA). As shown by both the resultant data-fit curves in Attachment C-3 and the R-
squared values in Attachment C-4, the third-order curvilinear model both:

Historical data fit Better “fits” the data (as evidenced by an R-squared value of 86%
for the third-order model, compared to 80% for the second-order
model).

Future projection Provides a reasonable scenario projection out to the year 2030

(the third-order model reasonably projects a slightly-declining
TSDF universe at an average annual rate of 2.9%, whereas the
second-order model unreasonably projects a zero TSDF universe
by the year 2013).

It is important to emphasize that in contrast to this regression-projected decrease in the future TSDF
universe, it is possible that this declining scenario projection is not an accurate prediction, because the
number of TSDFs in the USA may grow overtime as a result of future economic factors such as:

Demand-side . Annual hazardous waste generation quantities may
increase overtime as industries and markets grow domestically
and globally, thereby increasing the market demand for TSDFs.

. Expansion over time of the number of industrial
wastestreams brought into the RCRA “hazardous” waste regulated
universe, which may place an increased demand for TSDF
services, and a consequent growth in the size and/or number of
TSDFs.

Supply-side The universe of TSDFs may grown as a result of regulatory
streamlining such as the “standardized” RCRA permit proposal or
other “deregulatory” actions within the RCRA program, which
makes the cost of permitting and operating an affected TSDF
relatively less expensive, thereby increasing the supply of such
facilities.

Consequently, it is important to consider this sensitivity analysis exercise as a projection rather than
prediction.

As shown in Attachment C-5, applying the projected 2.9% average annual decline in the TSDF
universe to the base case — consisting of the 30-year (2001-2031) POA and 7.00% discount rate -- the
estimate of national cost savings decreases slightly, as summarized in Table 15. For purpose of scenario
bounding, applying a symmetric 2.9% average annual increase as a second alternative scenario
projection relative to the base case, increases national cost savings slightly, as also displayed in Table 15.
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Table 15: Sensitivity Analysis:
Effect of Alternative Future Annual Levels of Eligible Permitting Actions
($millions over the 30-year POA 2001-2031)

Alternative Scenarios**

Cost Savings Metric Base Case* -2.9% +2.9%
Non-discounted total savings $11.5 $11.2 $11.9
Net present value savings $5.0 $4.9 $5.2
Average annual equivalent savings $0.40 $0.39 $0.42

Explanatory Notes:

(a) * Base Case = Beginning with 200 average annual eligible RCRA permit actions in baseyear 2001,
leveling off (after 79 average annual conversion actions phase-out after the sixth year (2006)), to 121
average annual actions through the end of the 30-year POA (2030).

(b) ** Alternative scenarios reflect -/+ bounding projections in the future annual count of eligible RCRA
permitting actions, relative to the constant annual count “base case”.

IV-C. How Does Inflation Affect Estimated Cost Savings?

Table 16 below displays the results of relaxing the “constant dollar” economic analysis valuation
framework, by applying inflation to the labor wage rates which underlie the cost savings estimates. In
general, inflation is defined as an increase in either a specific (i.e. single price) or general (i.e. weighted
average) price level of goods and services available in a particular market, or on a broader multi-market,
regional or national basis. Another way to describe inflation is in terms of decreasing purchasing power
of a unit of currency (e.g. one dollar).

Inflation is usually measured by a price level index that assigns a value of 100 to a reference base-
year. The most widely used general inflation index in the USA is the “Consumer Price Index” (CPI), which
is based on the weighted average of prices in a sample of food, clothing, shelter, transportation, and other
items purchased by the average urban consumer (see the following website for the Department of Labor
Bureau of Statistics “CPI” and other types of price indexes: http:/stats.bls.gov/datahome.htm ).

Apart from this sensitivity analysis, this study did not apply inflation in the “base case”, because
economic analyses usually apply a constant dollar valuation framework with time-discounting, for the
purpose of standardizing monetized values (e.g. monetized benefits and monetized costs) to a single “base
year” reference. The analytical method of discounting provides time value “economic equivalence” of
cash flows which occur at different points in time.

However, for purpose in this study of supplying an estimate of the potential financial cost savings in
relation to the nominal dollar value of cost savings in future budget years, the inflation rate is included as a
fourth sensitivity analysis element.

Table 16: Sensitivity Analysis:
Effect of Inflation on Estimated National Cost Savings
($millions for the 30-Year POA 2001 to 2031)

Cost Savings Metric Base Case* Inflation**
1. Non-discounted total POA savings $11.5 $16.3
2. Non-discounted average annual savings $0.38 $0.54
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Explanatory Notes:

(a) Attachment C-12 at the end of this document provides detailed inflation computations.
(b) * Base Case = 0% inflation rate or “constant” dollars (shaded cells above).

(c) ** Inflation = projection and application of white-collar employment cost index to estimated
future cost savings.

(d) Values in this table have not been discounted as in previous tables in this report.

There are two general causal mechanisms for inflation:

“Cost-push” inflation: Occurs when prices are largely determined by the cost of
producing them (e.g. raw materials, labor, energy,
overhead).

“Demand-pull” inflation: Occurs when the recipients of increasing disposable

income attempt to spend the additional income on a fixed
flow (i.e. static or constrained supply) of goods and
services.

Because labor costs underlie the monetary value of permitting cost savings in this study, a cost-push type
inflation is modeled and applied.

This effect of applying inflation to future cost savings, is based on applying the US Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics “Employee Cost Index” (ECI), to the future stream of estimated cost
savings, for both RCRA permitting authorities and for eligible TSFs. As displayed in the series of
Attachments C-6 to C-12 at the end of this document, 1983-1999 historical ECI data for “white-collar total
compensation” for both:

. state and local governments, and
. private industry,

were used as a basis of producing regression-fit trendline projections over the 30-year POA. The resultant
regression trendline projections selected as the basis of a cost-push inflation factor are indicated by
column shading in the Attachments, as well as in the accompanying graphs in the Attachments. The overall
average annual percentage inflation rate assigned to the respective inflation rates are 2.10% and 2.06%,
based on regression-projected inflation indexes ranging from 1.000 to 1.826 and from 1.000 to 1.808,
respectively, over the years 2001 to 2030 in the POA (refer to Attachment C-12).
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ATTACHMENT A-1

USEPA RCRA "STANDARDIZED" PERMIT PROPOSAL FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE UNITS
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Dl scrcpancy
ks 5

Explanatory Notes:

(Al [1'=nmwartinnal (i, Seadsting” nr "hasaling™] | A TS prmmit pronmss,

Tl t= Mot ralrwant b ey,

P = Htandardizad BEHA 151 panit ioa. propnsad stmanilined albrimaties HCRA pronil imeaess).

(h] * Snunrr= Cirer Istte e dasignatas idanting nf refrranns docieman, T drzignate = tha it hnoedata fshihitomharin fe rafrrense dnamene

Source A LSRN Dffice of Solid Waoste ICR Mr 262 .08 (RCRA Part A P ot A pplication Reguircments), 22 Oot 1064

Suuree B SEFA DMy ul Sulid Wirswe (TR M. 1573 (RCRA Pl B Pormin Applsaion Beguireinuents), 27 Ow 1993,

Svuree 2 LISEFRM OMice ul Sulid Wiede ICR B 183501 (RCRMA "Stardondiasd " Pernil Applicsion Reguinernents), 16 Ny 1905,
fed Burduen susinygs iberres conrespord Wb some nurmbered seeangs ibeenes o lised o abbe cortancd o e "Ecvonumics Bocky rourd Doewrocnt®,
1 Burden howr ilems sl mey represenl sobiu lals bessed uomors Gieorone bosd e b itenn oo Qe 1IC7 eleremee docormenl eschilils,

el |lo reconcile S1° date discrepancy, biwe cell in item 3 assumed idertical t L21* burde
(1) |MNA= Ihiz prtmit #efivitg nnt spplicahble e mnt reqoived) inder smndardized peomir,
U adilasiS shwlP ol hd Font. 1570
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ATTACHMENT A-2

COMPUTATION OF COST SAVINGS PER PERMIT ACTION

far Adminlstrative Burden Under the "Standardized" RCRA Permlt Prapasal

INTERMEDIATE COMPUTATIONAL ELEMENTS

I. Burden Hour Changes per Permit Actlon to:

Ellgible TSFs: Permit Autharltles:
Sadngstems  tem  Legal  Mngd Tech  Cleticel  Subimipl legal | Mogd  Tech  Clercal  Subwtaks Toiks
1 .00 025 oo 02k 150 N NI N M NI 150
2 21 Mt MR Mt WR 000 000 a0 025 325 325
3 21 Mt MR Mt WR 000 000 080 010 060 060
4 0.00 030 200 1,00 3.30 NR MR MR MR NR 3.50
] [ i WR NR WR WR 000 QO s 000 U] 0.3
] 1.00 L350 050 000 1.00 NR NR MR MR NR 1.00
Containers= Ta 0.00 Q.00 Qoo RS0 1.50 000 173 Fifs 420 SE.T0 GG.20
Tanks™ ib 0.00 0.00 0oo - Fs0 750 00 17 E.fs ) A20 6E.70 J6.20
Cuntl L]y fu 0oy Loy Q.00 il £0 000 1 GG | AED 112,40 120,20
Huuline rranls™  5a 0oy Lo 200 DA 210 00 g o 000 Q.00 210
Signlne mpds> 50 0oy 0.0 [20 CR 1) g.10 00 Quo 00 000 Q.00 g.10
Henpewdls=> 4 Izl W Duden droge o nsve el sy lica G ones (W srtcal Lo Donden dsng s e isve el dpp licalomes,
13 0.on naon oo 0on .00 000 ann 0nl .00
18h 0.0n 075 35 400 a.50 000 ann ond 000 non a.fn
Suhbtotals for tems Relevant to New Permit Actians & ta Renewals: terms incloded in submrals
Cortainers=> Ta .00 100 126 97 23.00 o0 1va A0 455 G330 <4 l-._6+7e+13a+13h) BE.30
Tanks™> b 1.00 1.00 1.2 4975 2500 000 173 Grog 4355 Todl <l . &I7E13al 130} 9620
Cort bldgs> Tc 1.00 1.00 1125 475 2500 000 17 11100 435 TIEEN =<1 .. 617c! T 15h) 140.30
Switchmg™> 0.50 125 225 050 4.50 00 0z 1 000 125 575
Il. Value of Burden Hour Changes per Permit Action:
| nawd vl weanets Flis 3 5% BT gB1 AT 22 7
1 A0 F B §5% &7 e KR NR MR MR MR i
2 1 It I Mt K Eil bl $125 H £130 £130
3 21 Mt MR Mt K 0 1) $21 42 §23 123
4 80 §37 $106 527 s170 [ MR M I s170
] 21 Mt MR It K 0 1) §3z b §az a2
5 1V ) N 1 0 542 MR MR NR MR NR 592
Containers>  7a 50 50 0 03 R03 0 fo00 Sl T R0ET 2500
Tanks> 7h 40 0 0 @0 &0 0 dw0 &3 s 007 3,000
Corthidgs> e 40 30 50 0z fe03 $0) $100  $4484) §7T1 MMESS HMas7
Huuline i Ha Rl bl 5106 by g [it] 0 0 U 30 T 0y
Signlne inpds> 50 Rl b B g3l B9 0 50 0 % 0 0y
Henpwds™> 4 Ierativeal W Lden d erge lur neve el epp v ones. (b entical L boden dengs e ngee perrnil applivaioes,
154 50 1] 50 &1 30 0 ) W 0 S0
15 ET) b BN ¢ Saan ETHE TR 0 a0y
Suhbtotals for tems Relavant to New Permit Actians & ta Renewals: teme inchded in sublotals
Cortainers= Ta H102 3 06 $26 [ K035 0 #1000 %2304 TV G257 <1~ 6+7e+13a+130) &3 606
Tankis> b F102 73 th0h  §26x [ E1035 00 &100  $2814) §77 G200 |<<a1 - G+7h+13a+ 130} Haz6
Contbldgs> ic F1oz 73 8506 $263 0 $1055 $0 %100 %4@82|  §77 03 =<l .. 617 192 13h) $o874
Switching™> 551 120 %30 %51 450 $0) $14 42 & $56 4515
Explanatary Notes:
fnpardotintinn at sauinns imnes somhees, seo asplonomiy momnms inte K his vitin te et e " onnnncins Backagmind |aromene
ihy Mragativr dnlliar wales (in o ritesres) indicaie addiional incmemeaml enstondeetie standaedized prenie, aot o enstsedng s,
i) Grren shadrd rells nhnvr indivaim submtls m e eamied nveeas imemmediaes eampotaiomal slemears inestimatinn ofeatinnal et srednn s
ily* 12949 nvrerheand lnndrd wone® miesinmd shaded reds ahnee adapted oo the 136 Mo 1999 0EFPAICRE NeA83501 i ICR "Smren 01)
i) ** Renewal of Teim stanes” pennits upon expiraton assigned buden sauings idemtical to new permit applzotions fimoes 7o, Th, Fol.
ifi +*~ “Switching” imwolves comserting a comsentianel permit to a standerdized permit piorto its 10-vear expireton date (IR “Source C°Exhl & Exhl 1
Moke: In carntrast to burden haur reduction, “switching” [or carersion) imokes added buden bours because switching would not pccur inthe baseline.
The benefitto some TSFs of switching before comentonel permit expiraton, is that subsequent madificeton ections will be less budensame.
1) NIt = Mot rebevant o sffected ity under proposal
USCPA-OSW-CMRAD 022900

Conrfiles’=mdPmtsmd P mit 123
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ATTACHMENT B

COMPUTATION OF NATIONAL COST SAVINGS

— SAVINGS COMBINED (TSDFs + AUTHORITIES)

— SAVINGS TO ELIGIBLE RCRA TSDFs

— SAVINGS TO RCRA PERMIT AUTHORITIES
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ATTACHMENT B-1

STANDARDIZED RCRA PERMITS:

Assumed Annual Number of Future "Standardized" Permit Actions

oA Renpwalg® {:nmer- Itenm Stahe*= Mevs Fariltips™ Mo dificakinns** Fimu
ke Vear | Contrs Tanks CrtBldgl sions*** | Comtrs  Tanks CrtBldg | Contrs Tanks CntBldg | Rouwtne Sigrfct| totals
Base> 1 2001 | 7] 3 ]| 79] 9 T 4] 1 1 ol 15 7l 200
2 2007 6 & 0 74 9 67 4 1 1 ] 18 7 200
3 2003 G g 0 70 9 67 4 1 1 1] 18 7 200
4 2004 7] 3 0 74 9 T 4 1 1 1] 15 i 200
5 2005 6 & 0 74 9 67 4 1 1 ] 18 7 200
G 2006 G g 0 35 9 67 4 1 1 0 18 7 159
T 2007 7] 3] 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 13 Fi 121
8 P00R G f 0 1] 9 67 4 1 1 (] 18 7 121
9 2000 G g 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 0 18 7 121
10 2010 7] 3] 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 13 Fi 121
11 2011 G f 0 1] 9 67 4 1 1 (] 18 7 121
12 2012 G g 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 0 18 7 121
13 2013 7] 3] 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 13 Fi 121
14 2014 G f 0 1] 9 67 4 1 1 (] 18 7 121
15 2015 G g 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 0 18 7 121
16 2016 7] 3] 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 13 Fi 121
17 2017 (5] 3 0 1] 9 67 4 1 1 (] 18 7 121
18 201G G g 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 18 7 121
19 20109 7] 3 0 a 9 T 4 1 1 1] 15 i 121
200 2000 6 & 0 i 9 67 4 1 1 ] 18 7 121
21 2021 G g 0 a 9 67 4 1 1 1] 18 7 121
AR | 7] 3 0 a 9 T 4 1 1 1] 15 i 121
23 2023 [ & 0 i 9 a7 4 1 1 1] 18 7 121
24 2004 G & 0 a 9 Gr7 4 1 1 0 16 7 121
25 2025 4] ] 0 i 9 T 4 1 1 1] 13 { 121
28 2028 [ & 0 i 9 a7 4 1 1 1] 18 7 121
27 2007 G & 0 a 9 Gr7 4 1 1 0 16 7 121
28 202y 4] ] 0 i 9 6B 4 1 1 1] 13 { 121
29 2020 [ 8 0 i 9 67 4 1 1 ] 18 7 121
40 2030 G 3 0 a 9 G7 4 1 1 0 16 Fi 121
Column totals= 180 240 0 433 Z¥0 2010 120 30 30 ] 240 210 4063
Limnit 433

Explanatory Notes:
(8]  Source: Count of average annual permit action for standardized pemmits from Table 2 of ICR reference "Souree C*.

[bi 7 PUA =Penod-ot-anaksis (3U years), relabve to base year (2007 ) which represents tirst possible year ot implemetation.

()  * Translation of unit-hased data from ICR "Source C" (Table 2), to faciity-based annual perrit action count data in table abowe,
based on using tank and c.bldg units as facility penvit counts, then assigning residual facility count as contziner facility penrits:

ICK "souwte C* unit count distibution;

Contrs |~ Tanke Cbldgs -aciliies

Renewals:
Intenim status:
Maw permits:

12
{9
2

i
bf
1

0 14
4 80
] 2

G 3 0
4 of 4
1 1 0

| ranslated Facility pemit count basis™
Conirre Tanks C.bldgs Facilities

14
§0
2

Modifications amual count from Section B{d) "Maintaining a Stendardized Pemit” of ICR reference "Source G,
[di ™= Corversion involves switching an existing indiidual permit belore expiration to a stendardized permit.
Canversions limited to sivyears and 433, because total numberis limited ta 50% of existing permitted eligible TSF=:

ChnmdilesyStnd P mtSndPomt. 123

Lxisting fult-penmited eligible TS50 s:584 = 50% =292,
Easting interim-status eliqible 15Fs; 281 x50% =140,
Total number of possible fbre comversions =292 +141 =433,
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ATTACHMENT B-2

ELIGIBLE TSFs + PERMIT AUTHORITIES (COMEINED)

Future Annual "Standardized™ Permit Estimated Cost Savings

{Change Per Actiony  (f1605)  (FANZE)  (@hpra) $u14] EATIE) 5 05 Bhiia]  GEG0E) A Ghasa] 109 o
POA Renewals | IntBrim Stalis Mew Facilities Modifications
lem | Year Conts Tanks CntBldg Cormersions]  Comre Tanks CrtEBldg Contrs Tanks CntBldg | Rouwine | Sigrfet Row totals
Bagp:x 1 2007 | F21a31)  ($32.200) $0]  540,705] 32,150 3269.715) F23A04]  ($3.608)  (34.026) 01 #1850 F2864] ($351,246)
2 2002 $21634)  ($32.205) $0|  $40705 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] @$oan d286 ($351.246)
3 2003 $21634)  ($32.205) $0|  $40705 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($351.246)
4 2004 $21634)  ($32.205) $0|  $40705 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($351.246)
5 2005 $21634)  ($32.205) $0|  $40705 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($351.246)
& 2006 #21634)  ($32.208) $0| 419580 #a2450)  @$269715)  ($23.404]  ($3.508)  ($4.006) 0| @1os7) graes]  ($872.371)
72007 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
& 2008 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
A 2009 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
10 2010 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
11 2011 $21534)  (532.205) 50 40 [(I2450)  @269715)  (23.494]  (FRLGO0G)  (54006) $0| @195 deses] 195
12 2012 21 534)  (FR2.20N) $40 ) (U2450)  E26Y.A15) (20404]  (RRLEOG)  (S4006) s0| @re0n igeees] e
12 2013 21 534)  (FR2.20N) $40 ) (U2450)  E26Y.A15) (20404]  (RRLEOG)  (S4006) s0| @re0n igeees] e
14 2014 21 534)  (FR2.20N) $40 ) (U2450)  E26Y.A15) (20404]  (RRLEOG)  (S4006) s0| @re0n igeees] e
1o 24 ih1 5a4) (ot AUo) s i 0 (e 440y 15264, 18] (et 494 (kGO (SN $0] F1o55 (e sEs (397 951
16 2016 F21.834)  ($32.208) $0 0 $32.150) i$269.715) #2310 ($3.608)  ($1.026) $0| #1857 ($2864 ($391,951)
17 2017 F21.834)  ($32.208) $0 0 $32.150) i$269.715) #2310 ($3.608)  ($1.026) $0| #1857 ($2864 ($391,951)
1% 2018 F21.834)  ($32.208) $0 0 $32.150) i$269.715) #2310 ($3.608)  ($1.026) $0| #1857 ($2864 ($391,951)
19 2019 F21.834)  ($32.208) $0 0 $32.150) i$269.715) #2310 ($3.608)  ($1.026) $0| #1857 ($2864 ($391,951)
20 2020 21634 ($32.200) $0 0 f$32,450) i$269,7151 23,404 ($3.608)  ($4026) 0| #1057 (F2E64 ($391,951)
21 2021 $21634)  ($32.205) $0 %0 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($391,951)
22 2022 $21634)  ($32.205) $0 %0 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($391,951)
23 2023 $21634)  ($32.205) $0 %0 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($391,951)
24 2024 $21634)  ($32.205) $0 %0 [$32.450) i$269,715) $23,404 ($3.506)  ($4.026) $o0] $oan d2864 ($391,951)
25 2075 B1534)  (32.208) 50 1) Fa2.450)  ©069715]  [Besa9a]  53605)  (HUP6) 0| @1o5n) eess] G951
P65 2076 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
27 2077 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
7% 7078 B1534)  (532.208) 50 EX1) F32.450) ©269715] [Besana]  G3605)  (HUP6) $0| g1osn) geess] G951
29 2079 B1534)  (32.208) $0 &0 F32.450) ©69715]  [Besa9a]  G3605) (M6 $0| g1esn) geess] g 951)
g0 2030 if1504)  (F32.205) 0 ] 0 ) S - 15l e es. 494 (ERL0G) (S0 $0]  (F1uad) ek (391 951
Column Totals=  fGa9008)  (F966,144) an| sezoana|  Gusna12) @U091 a6 0402 GI0BIGR) 120, /68) so] gowiony gonose] @G0 a341)
NPV=  f2u/244) (5420 505) a0 $192540|  (BAO0AGE)  @USE11910  BH1.991]  G4LBM4) R340 $0| ey gososs] @01 62)
AAE= 2014 (534,450) 0] $15516 [$U4.020)  5I885951 [F5,104 ($3.858)  $4.30/) g0l ooy uoes (FA03B/1)
Explanatory Notes: 100%
(a) Neyative dullar walues [in parenlresesh denube incremenbal vost saings relative W corentonal BCRA penmil baseline; positive wwdues denote addibunal costrektive W baselne.
(L] OMB"Circular A-94" discuud rale applied lur compuotation ol nel presentvabe (INPY] amd seiage anneal equivvalent GAAE Y vver the 309 peniud ol anabesis -
ClarndilesSundPronbSrnd Pl 123 USEPA-QSW-EMRAD 02,2900
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ELIGIBLE TSFs:

Future Annual "Standardized” Permit Estimated Cost Savings

ATTACHMENT B-3

} Change Por Actian $1.035) $1,035) 1,035 $459 ($1.035) $1,035) $1.035] #1035 (31,035 $1.035 {1001 (5409
Henewals It Stams Mew Facilities Muadifications
ften YeAr Cnntrs: Trnks CrePldn Eomversinns] Cnnirs Tanks CrirFildn Cnntrs: Tanks  CnrPldng [ Risine Signfra Cinwi tntals:
Vase> 1| 2001 [F5.20¢) 6.2 106) FO| P3G ($9,011) (9,512 a0 foasy $1,005) O] 1,954 52864 6B
2 2002 ($8,207) [$8.276) $0[  $36.261 ($9.311) ($69.312) ($4.138] (#1035 31.035) $0| ($1.857) 32864 {67872
3 N3 [F6.207) i$8.276) P10 36,761 511y (69,512 41351 #1035)  ($1,055) 0| ($1,057) #0864 67 877
4| 2004 [Fi3.20¢) .2 46) $O0|  $3I6,H1 (79,411} (60, 212) 41581 109n ($1,005) 0| (1,854 #2864 G B
o 2003 ($8.207) $8.276) S0 $36.261 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4,138] ($1.035) ($1,035) 30| $1.857) 42,864 $67 872
fi| 20NR [6.707) $5.776) 0| H17447 511y ($69,512) $4.138]  $1035)  ($1.035) $0| $1.857) @2864 $eE Rt
fo200¢ [5.20¢) B2 1G] $0 $0 ($9,011) (9,512 41008 Foas) $1,005) O 1,954 32864 1$104,133;
8 2008 ($5.207) $8,276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4.138]  $1.035) $1,035) $0[ ($1.857) 32,864 3104133
al 29 ([F6.207) $8.076) 0 $0 511y (69,512 $4,1351  #1035)  ($1,055) 0| $1,957) #0864 104,153
10 2010 [Fi3.20¢) .26 $0 $0 (79,411} (60, 212) 4,158 F10an $1,00) 0| ({1,004 #2864 104,133,
11 2011 ($8.207) $8.276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4,138] ($1.035) ($1,035) 30| $1.857) 42,864 101,133
12 22 [6.707) $5.776) 50 $0 511y ($69,512) $4.138]  $1035)  ($1.035) $0| $1.857) @2864 $104,133;
14 20138 [5.20¢) B2 1G] $0 $0 ($9,011) (9,512 41008 Foas) $1,005) O 1,954 32864 1$104,133;
11 2014 ($5.207) $8,276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4.138]  $1.035) $1,035) $0[ ($1.857) 32,864 3104133
15 2M& (57071 $5076) w0 $0 (F0.511) (#6517 41351 #10aR)  ($1,055) 0| $1,057) #0864 04,153
1 2016 [$t20¢) i$8.26) $0 $0 ($9,311) (F69,312) F4,1381 1080 (51,080 FO| #8040 #2864 $104,133,
17 2017 [36.207) $8.276) 0 30 Baa11y (60,317 $4,1381  #1035)  ($1,03R) 0| $1,057) #2864 104,153
1 2010 (52000 32006 $0 g0 (39,111} (9,51 G415 F10Eny  @&1,00h) S (00 @2 B4 104 1533
18 2018 ($8.207) $8.276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69.312) ($4.138] ($1.035) ($1.035) 30| [$1.857) $2.864 $101,133;
MNP [6.707) $5.776) 50 $0 =511y ($69,5172) $4.1538]  [$1.035)  ($1.035) $0| $1.857) @2864 $104,133
21 20 (5.20¢) B2 06) S0 0 (59,0113 (9,12 GA100]  Foas)  51,005) SO 1,954 32854 104,133,
22 2022 ($8,207) [$8.276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69.312) ($4.138] (#1035 31.035) $0| ($1.857) 32864 (5104133
M3A0A3 [F6.207) i$8.276) 0 $0 511y (69,512 41351 #1035)  ($1,055) 0| ($1,057) #0864 104,153
24 20Eq [Fi3.20¢) .2 46) $0 $0 (79,411} (60, 212) 41581 109n ($1,005) 0| (1,854 #2864 104,133,
20 2023 ($8.207) $8.276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4,138] ($1.035) ($1,035) 30| $1.857) 42,864 101,133
MROPNPA [6.707) $5.776) 50 $0 =511y ($69,5172) $4.1538]  [$1.035)  ($1.035) $0| $1.857) @2864 $104,133
2¢ 0 2L [5.20¢) B2 106) $0 $0 ($9,011) (9,512 4100 Foas) $1,005) SO 1,954 32864 1$104,133;
28 2028 ($5.207) $8,276) $0 $0 ($9.311) ($69,312) ($4.138]  $1.035) $1,035) $0[ ($1.857) 32,864 3104133
M 0P ([F6.207) $8.076) 0 $0 511y (69,512 $4,1351  #1035)  ($1,055) 0| $1,957) #0864 104,153
YU 20y [$E.200) i$L.2/6] $0 $0 {59,211} (F6Y.412) FA1081 $10ds)  i$1.005) FO0| #1957 $7864] 104033
Column totals= [$186.210)  ($248,280) $0| $198,747 $2790,315)  $2079,345) ($124,140] $31.035) ($31,035) $0| ($58,898) $85032] (2025243
NPV = ($52.415)  $109.886] W 171,521 {H123,622) (F20,295) ($54,943) ($13.736) ($13,736) | 25,979) $anoxs] 51211123
AAF = ($5.611) [$8.855) $0[  $13.822 ($9.952) ($74.163) $1.4281  $1,107)  $1.107) %0 ($2,091) (33065 £97 600
Explanatory Notes: Mement nf tntal 8AF savinns > 4%,
[z) MNeyative dullan values (in paaentheses] denule iicrernenital st savings ielative W correnbiunal BECBA perrmil bascline; pusitive values denobe addilionsl costrelaive o baseline.,
by  OMB "Circular A 94" discount otz applcd far computaton of net presc it value (NPY) and overage annual equivadert (ANE ) over the 30 voor perad of anobysis - F.00%
CinwfilesiySdM mbSmdPamk 123 LISEMA-OSW-EMNAD 02 L2000
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RCRA PERMIT AUTHORITIES:

Future Annual "Standardized" Permit Estimated Cost Savings

ATTACHMENT B-4

§ Change Per Action: F2571) ($2,991) (%1830 $5E 2571 $2.891) 54,830 E2571) $2.901) 31,830 0 0
Bcncvals Intcrim Sttus MNowe Facilitics Modificotions
tem Year Coths Tanks CntDldg |Cowersions”|  Contrs Tanks CitCidg Coimhs Tanks CntDldg | Routine Signfet ]| Row totals
Basc- 1) 2001 F15427)  $23.020) g0 F4.444 (F22.140)  $200,404) ($105,356 2.5/ #2091 $0 g0 g0 F283.371)
Z 2002 $15427)  $23,929) $0 PA,444 | 231400 H200404)  ($19,35G (2571 (F2991) $0 $0 $0 ($203,074)
3 2003 15427 ($23,0920) $0 F4.444 (23,1400  $200,404) (310,356 (52,5711 $2.991) $0 $0 g0 ($283.371)
4 204 $12427)  1523,909) $0 $4,444 | ($25,14900  $200,404)  ($19,356 (asr1) ($2991) $0 $0 $0 ($2u3,ar9)
5 2005 $15427)  $23.000 30 $4,444 23,1400  i$200,404) ($10,356 #2571 $2,091) $0 30 30 ($282,374)
G 2005 $12.427)  §23.929) 0 FLABE| (251400 S200404) (19,356 Fe5s1 (2891 $-0 0 0 ($2U5,580)
7 2007 $15427)  i§73,000) &0 30| @#23140)  $P00404) (10356 (#2571) (#2091 &0 0 0 ($287 R18)
g 204 $12427)  1523,909) $0 S0 g2aa0 $200,404)  ($19,356 (asr1) ($2991) $0 $0 $0 (28,018
a9 2007 H154°7)  $03.00M 0 0 @23A40)  FP0040)  ($10356 (2571 $2.001) &0 0 0 #2287 818)
10 2010 $12.427)  §23.929) 0 SO 261400 H200404)  ($19,3506 Fe5s1 (2891 $-0 0 0 $2u,H140)
11 2011 F15477)  $03.000) $0 80 23,1400 $P00AN)  ($ 19356 (#2571) (#2091 50 $0 f0 ($287,R18)
12 212 $12.427)  §23.929) 0 SO 261400 H200404)  ($19,3506 Fe5s1 (2891 $-0 0 0 $2u,H140)
12 2013 F15427)  $73,000) s0 30| (#23,140)  $P00404)  ($10.356 (#2571) (#2091 &0 0 0 ($PRTRIR)
14 2014 $15427)  $U3.929) 0 S0 $23,040)  SP00AM) (19,356 $2541)  §2u91) $0 $0 $0 (G20 r,14)
15 2115 H15477)  $03.000 0 0 @23.140)  FP004AM ($ 19376 (#2571) (2091 &0 0 0 ($287,R18)
16 2014 @1542F)  B23.929) 0 30| #eE04a0)  F200404)  (F18306 ($2541)  ($24991) $-0 0 $0 ($28£,818)
17 2017 $15427)  (§23,020) $40 0| ($23140)  FR00404)  ($10,356 (#2571) (#2001 %0 $40 $40 {287,218)
18 2018 $15427)  ($23,929) $0 30 (23,1100 $200101) (319,356 (52,5711 $2.901) $0 $0 30 ($287.818)
19 20149 $15.427)  (H23.029) $0 0| @23am SR00AM) ($19356 (25710 $2091) %0 $0 $0 ($287.818)
20 2020 $15427)  $23,900) 30 50 ($23,1400 200404  ($10,356 ($2.571) ($2,001) $0 30 30 ($287,818)
21| 2021 $15427) (G2 0 0| @S 140 P00 40y ($19356 (h2a71) 2091 0 0 0 ($287.818)
22 2022 $15427)  $23,900) 30 50 ($23,1400 200404  ($10,356 ($2.571) ($2,001) $0 30 30 ($287,818)
23 2023 $15.427)  H23.929) $0 0| (231400 GE00404)  ($19356 (fz571)  (Fze991) $0 $0 $0 ($267.8910)
21 2021 $15427)  ($23,929) $0 30 (23,1100 $200101) (319,356 (52,5711 $2.901) $0 $0 30 ($287.818)
25 2025 $15,427)  (523.929) $0 %0 @23am GR00 A ($19356 (2,571 $=2991) %0 $0 $0 ($267.8910)
26 2025 $15427)  $23,900) 30 50 ($23,1400 200404  ($10,356 ($2.571) ($2,001) $0 30 30 ($287,818)
27 2027 $15.427)  H23.929) $0 0| (231400 GE00404)  ($19356 (fz571)  (Fze991) $0 $0 $0 ($267.8910)
28 2028 $15427)  ($23,929) $0 30 (23,1100 $200101) (319,356 (52,5711 $2.901) $0 $0 30 ($287.818)
29 2024 $15,427)  (523.929) $0 %0 @23am GR00 A ($19356 (2,571 $=2991) %0 $0 $0 ($267.8910)
a0 2030 $15.427)  $23.000) $0 801 (3231400 $200.404) (10356 (§2.571) (£2.091) &0 $0 $0 (E287.818)
Column totals= (a2, U8y (517,864) 0] $2a,556 | 1$694,194) $6012,111) u'_$bsu.b‘gzi (540,103 S6Y,r99) %0 S0 0] 58.610,1/2)
NPV = Fr0d 800) F317.719) 0 §21,000| E507 244) ($2660,895) GPR7ON8]  ($34,1383)  (839,717) &N 0 0| @as00529)
AAE = ($16.506)  ($25.601) $0 £1.694 (247600 E211432) #2071 (52,7511 (£3.200) S0 $0 $0 (£306.271)
Explanatory Notes: FPercent of total AAL savings = 6%

) Nrgative dnllar valurs (in pamnthrses) dennt inciemental enst snvings elnfive menrventinnnl BCRA pemit haseline; pasitve valies dennie additional cost relative o hoseline.,
1] ORB "Circular £-94" discounLiate applied o corrpuatation ol nel presenlvalue (MPWY) aod aeerage amual eguivalent G985 ) v e 30 period ol arebsis -
Ol S S mdPrrmSmid Prome 123
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ATTACHMENT B-5

COMPARISON OF BEURDEN REDUCTION FOR "STANDARDLIZED" RCRA PERMITS
TO AVERAGE BURDEN HOURS FOR CONVENTIONAL RCRA PERMITS
. COMPUTATION OF CONVENTIONAL RCRA PERMIT BURDEN HOURS:

Leqgal Mngrl Tech Clencal | Bow Totals 1999 ICE reference

Respondent Burden [Eligible TSFs):
Part A 3.50 500 17.00 5.50 3200 Source A Exh.l
Part B** Cenerab™ 10700 390 h2220 6680 5490 Snurre B Fxh 2

Containers 0.00 285 25.75 3.40 3200 Source B Exh 2

Tanks 0.00 6.25 42.25 6.00 5450 Source B Exh 2

Contbldgs 0.00 730 64,80 £.80 21.40 Source B Exh 2 ("Misc units™)
Modifications Routine 3.00 2.20 12.00 2.35 1960 Source B Exh 3

Significant .00 17.00 83.00 13.60 12560 Source B Exh 3
Rcnowals Same as standardized new permit burden.
Agency Burden (Permitting Authorities):
FPart A* 0.00 0.00 4.25 1.35 560 Source A Exh.Z
Part B General 0.00 1.75 45.75 410 5260 Source B Exh.6

Containcrs 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.10 5.10 Source B Exh.G

Tanks 0.00 0.00 15.00 0.10 16.10 Source B Exh.G

Conthldgs 0.00 0.00 60.00 0.10 60.10 Source B Exh.6 ("Misc units™)
Modifications Routine 0.00 0.75 3.00 010 3.85 Source B Exh.7

Significant 20,00 1.25 41.00 0.10 6235 Source B Exh.7
Renewals Same as standardized new permit burden.

Il. VALUATION OF CONVENTIONAL RCRA PERMIT BURDEN HOURS:
Legal Mngr Tech Clarical | Bow Totals

Respondent Burden (Eligible TSFs):

Houry cost> $102 $73 $53 $27
FPar A* $357 $438 $901 $149 $1,845
Part B* General™ $10914 $4.300 $27677 $1.804 $44.694
Comainers $0 $208 $1.365 $oz $1,665
Tanks $0 $156 $2.239 $1e2 $2,858
Contbldgs $0 $569 $3.434 $238 $4,241
Modifications Routine $306 $164 3636 $63 $1.170
Significant $714 $1.211 $1.6641 $367 $6,086
Renewals Same as standardized new permit burden.
Agency Burden {(Permitting Authorities):
Huurly cust= $51 $57 $42 $17
Part A $0 $0 $179 $23 $201
Pan B~ General $0 $100 $1.964 $70 $2,133
Containers $0 $0 $252 §2 $254
Tanks $0 $0 3672 $2 $674
Cuntbldys $0 $0 $2.020 $2 2022
Modificaions Routine 30 $43 3126 $2 $170
Significant $1,220 $71 $1.722 $2 $3,015
Henewals Same as standardized new permit burden.

Explanatory Notes:

(a)* Part A burden hours above exclude hours for justification, reauthorzation, Subpart H compliance demonstrations.

(b) ** Part B includes both "General" facility burden plus unit-specific burden (i.e. containers, tanks, cont bldgs).

(c) ** "Ceneral" pemit burden excludes financial assurance, "other” Part B requirements, G¥ piotection, & Sy¥iiUs.
Excluded Part B burden items do not apply equaly to all 155, and financial assurance is a separate burdenitem
Some subitems included in "General” burden hours above may not apphy to al TSFs.

Cimyfiles\StdPrmtSmdPimit 123 USCPA-OSW-CMRAD 02429400
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ATTACHMENT B-6

COMPARISON OF BURDEN REDUCTION FOR "STANDARDIZED™ PEI
TO AVERAGE BURDEN HOURS FOR CONVENTIONAL RCRA PERMIT
. COMPUTATION OF PERCENTAGE REDUCTION IN HOURS:

Reduction
Provided hy
Conventional Standardized Pecrocntage
Type ul Pemmil Acliun RCEBA Permil_|  RCRA Permil reducliun
Respondent Burden (Eligible TSFs):
Mcws Permmits: Containcrs 818.90 23.00 3%
Tanks= 841.40 23.00 3%
Contbldgs 868.30 23.00 3%
Mudilicaliurns Ruuline 19.60 2.10 11%
Significant 12560 8.10 6%

Henewals

Same as standardized new penmit burden.

Agency Burden {Permit Authorities):

New Perrmils> Cunlainers 54.30 53.50 95%
lanks £41.30 £3.30 QUus
Contbldgs 118.30 117.30 99%

Modificatons Routine 3.85 0.00 0%
Significant G2.35 0.00 0%

Renewals Same as standardized new permit burden.

Combined Burden:

MNews Fermits: Containers 883.20 86.30 10%
Tanks o915.70 9G.30 11%
CunLbidys 956.60 140.30 14%

Modifications Routine 2345 2.10 Q%6
Significant 187.95 8.10 4%

Henewals Same as standardized new permit burden.

V. COMPUTATION OF PERCENTAGE REDUCTION IN COST:

Respondent Burden (Eligible TSFs):

News Permils: Cunilainers $45,203 $1,035 2%
lanks $19,396 $1,035 2%
CunLbldys $50.780 $1.035 2%

Modifications Routine $1,170 $109 g9,
Signiticant 36,986 $109 B%

Renewals Sarme as stardardized new pernmil burden.

Agency Burden {Permit Authorities):

Mew Permmits™ Containers $2 H88 $2541 g,
Tanks $3.008 $2.991 99%
Conthbldgs $4,856 $4,839 100%

Modifications Routine $170 $0 0%
Significant $3.015 $0 N%a

Nenewals Same as standardized newr permit burden.

Combined Burden:

New Pemits: Containers $50.791 $3.60G 7%
Tanks $52.404 $4,026 B%
Contbldgs $55,636 $5,874 11%

Modifications Rouwtine %1340 $109 8%
Significant $10,001 $409 494

Renpwals

Same as standardized new pemmit hurden,

* Large pereentage reduction to permit authorities for new permit actions, reflcets
savinis frnm nnt reviewing the Parr B pemir infnmmatinn which TSFE= nn Innger suhmir.
022800

Chmyhles\SmdPimtSnd P it 123
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ATTACHMENT B-7

CLOSURE PLAN FOR "STANDARDIZED" RCRA PERMITS
DIFFERENCE IN DISCOUNTED COST FOR DEFERRED SUBMITTAL

Perivd |A. COST TO SINGLE TSF: B. COST TO FUTURE ELIGIBLE TSFs:
uf I TSF Il aler Il cfter Il cfter MNurnber I TSF Il aller Il aller Il alle
Row analysis | costis  10-year | Z20year = 30-year new costis  10-year  20-year | 30-year
itcm Year upfiort®  lifcspan | lifespon lifcspon | TSFs™ | upfron®  Mespan | lifespan | lifespan
Fasp> 1 2001 $1.178 2 §2.756 30 0
2 2002 2| $2,256 $0 $0
3 2003 2| $2,055 $0 $0
1 2004 ? $2.086 $0 &0
5 2005 2| $2,256 $0 $0
6 2006 2 $2.256 $0 $0
72007 2 §2.256 30 $0
8§ 2008 7| $2,256 $0 $0
9 2000 2| $2,256 $0 $0
100 2070 1128 2 $2.206 32256 $0
11 2011 2| %2206 $2.256 $0
12 2012 2 $2.056 $2.256 $0
13 A8 2 f2mE $27496 $0
14 2014 7| $2,256 $2.256 $0
15 2015 2| $2,256 $2.256 $0
16 2016 2 2.0 322090 $0
17 2017 2| %2256 $2.256 $0
18 2018 2| $2,256 $2.256 $0
19 2019 2 2.0 322090 $0
20 2020 $1.128 2 $2 256 $2.206 42256
21 2021 2 $2.056 $2.256 $2,256
22 22 2§26 $22560  $2256
23 2023 7| $2,256 $2.256 $2,206
24 2024 2| $2,256 $2.256 $2,256
20 AZH 2 2.0 322090 $2.256
26 2026 2| %2206 $2.256 $2,256
27 2027 2 $2.056 $2.256 $2,256
28 2078 2 27256 $2256 ) $2.256
29 2029 2 $2,256 $2.256 $2,256
30 2030 $1,128 2 $9.256 $2.256 $2.256  $2.256
Column totals= $1.128 $1128 $1.128 $1.128 60 $67680 $47376 $21.816 $2.256
MNPV - $1,128 $614 $312 $150 $20054 §14207 $5,005 $317
AAE = $a1 $49 $25 $13 $2.414 $1.147 $403 $26
Delta™* = i$413 ($56) 378 i$1.2671  ($2.011)  (§2,388)
Explanatory Notes:

fa) " Closure plan raquired upfront at time of new parmit application under corvertional RCRA permits; however,
closure plans may be submitted 150 days prorto closure under the standardized permit proposal, rather than upfront.
(b} " lNubre average annual stream of two new T30 s based on 1999 USCPA ICR "Source C".
{c) " Deka = AAE cost savings compared to "Up-front” cost associated with "individual RCRA pemnits.
(d)  "Lifespan” =10-, 20-, and 30-year lifespans represent akernative possible operating lifespans for RCRA TS5Fs.
Chefiles\StdPrmtSndPomt 123 USCPA-CSW-LCMRAD 02:24.00
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ATTACHMENT B-8

"STANDARDIZED" RCRA PERMIT PROPOSAL
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE FOR FACILITY CLOSURE
EFFECT OF A SHORTER TRUST FUND™*™ PAY-IN PERIOD

. 10-Year Pay-In: B. 3-Year Pay-In:
[Tl Anriunl MarApanernl Faett Clmpuilal rrewmshinmnl nsialerelst - Annual MarAgpernenl EFaettt Clrpuilal Irrew siromnl Insia e st
lerrn Yirern Finsas ™ | inwsr-rerml Bl lizmn [ TN ) Linerrernl P linn Hhijhranl Prasre lee*™ L inersrnnl Mreilinn i hrerml 1ana-rrnl bl linn Hhighernnl
Firsmr = 1 M1 FEET F 15 frakita H10Ea1 FlE14 HRruE a0 JE, 00 205 FERT A7 E-rell B FhF B B HEHD A 1EE S E-R gt F g B
RN B0 FaH #1101 &0 IR H1.1HG T Ehrcs S | ] B BN B [0 N BT Ry LR I W Ef T B )
3 MR = £ ¥ 1.E1 HArarry LIS A 1 Ha B AT ) F1E1 B 8 =148 [l Hi, A0 120 FHL 1
4 AM1a = Fied o EE HEnarn F L1000 Fadf1.a4a1 Ha, 1N ) F1E1 B 8 =148 [l [EEM 8 )] [k E RS )] L I A ER)
> PN B0 F ] Frad e &H1E01 1110 i T H IR, 2k ] F1E1 & 148, [ [EEE 8 )] (B335 7w ) LM A ER)
B3 LM = FHA . E1A HOH BN F 1048 o LE W DIt H BRI ) F1E1 =148 [l [EEM 8 )] [k E RS )] L I A ER)
PR SN B0 For Pt 31 F N6 ELH ] A3 S EPE LW §Lphey ] F1E1 & 148, [ [EEE 8 )] (B335 7w ) LM A ER)
B AR = 114 £a4.m11 FEOELL HHI Frod i 14 E M B B ) F1E1 =148 [l [EEM 8 )] [k E RS )] L I A ER)
B M B0 H1 FE & 1 FEi B2 M Eie) (] F1E1 & 148, [ [EEE 0 )] (B335 md ) LM A ER)
LS e 3 L B = H1H1 FHE = 135, LR F Fib Fin ) F1E1 r =148 [ [EER I )] [F1 il ) I ER)
11 #0111 a0 it BN S0 Bt it +r ] 1 ) 1 e e £
17 = b BN Ea) F Fib Fin ) 1 fin ] BN F F Fin
I T E a0 it BN S0 Bt it +r ] 1 ) 1 e e £
14 *01a = b BN Ea) F Fib Fin ) 1 fin ] BN F F Fin
12 #0104 a0 it BN S0 Bt it +r ] 1 ) 1 e e £
TER YNNG = b BN Ea) F Fib Fin ) 1 fin ] BN F F Fin
15 20y k=10 0 &1 0] O ] F0n Pl w1 Fdn) ki) 0 0 F0n
A IS T BT &0 &0 & 40 &0 it +0 Eo | 11 En) L1 &0 &0 0
103 A4 =i b =il =i Fod ) b ') L) =1 Hda ) =i s ) s ) ')
D0 e &0 &0 & 40 &0 it +0 Eo | 11 En) L1 &0 &0 0
A1 A =i b =il =i Fod ) b ') L) =1 Hda ) =i s ) s ) ')
R ] &0 &0 & 40 &0 it +0 Eo | 11 En) L1 &0 &0 0
Pt A o | =i b =il =i Fod ) b ') L) =1 Hda ) =i s ) s ) ')
44 e ETT H0 1] E) ET) ET) F] (=] =] %0 ETH $0 $0 F]
2h 0o k] F0 40 40 F0 F0 0 ol il F0 40 F0 F0 0
oE L oG <0 $0 40 4 $0 S0 0 0 il F0 E] $0 $0 0
aF 02y k] F0 40 40 F0 F0 0 ol il F0 40 F0 F0 0
o oS <0 $0 40 4 $0 S0 0 0 il F0 E] $0 $0 0
pedn R lu 0] k] F0 40 40 F0 F0 0 ol il F0 40 F0 F0 0
=0 200 <0 $0 40 40 $0 f0 $0 0 i) $0 40 $0 $0 $0
Mun-disvamnted  obads— FE27 2752 fo0GE | £370,311 =700 §ITE0 2R JFTRSD FEr A IR = I S L T ] +q.014 F211.600 0 L1 .SR6.032
0 o PO MY — F637 4008 [ EI5EE 4500070 $7.147 [ FB0FEEE 41531506567 F637 w0 BE S0 207T7.5EG 4G 500 [ FEFSOGE 513017 220
AAE — 01 £11 $£1.511 £17.514 2576 $21.7658 15168220 01 70 22 214 $78.780 £516 F2ERAGE 11451242
10 oz MO MY — F637 4008 19902 4530070 F7.147  FIO7S52 S I1SS150G7 3057 F260  $27.S00 207T7.5EG 4G 305 F2PL.000 S13017.220
AAE — =01 $72 $2.81G 425 008 #1015 $42 7E0 Erl e e Fo1 F124 45 o656 2139187 $011 =IO 165 42086 217
Explanatory Noles: DHTerence Behween Pay-ln Perlods
ial * 1ust unds repioseit one of scven dittcrent kypes of facility closue linanciod assurance nicchanisins, used by about 12%: of RCRA 150 5. Based on Madian Closure Cost Estimate:
‘b ** Liasc bec is aninitial administotive cost onky inthe first yoar oosct up the tusttund (hon 10K S aurce 27 Ledibitin lons L unding A atal
ol ** Annual manoagenwent fec is varable in reltion to cunulotirae voduc of Bust e, 0 Yoar PO,
oo Cumulatve Waduo P — &7 G50 (322, 2080 (Fd 42T
1.0% - SS00,000 ML — $eT3 52,6020 #1060
L) - 1,000,000 10 “oar POy
ST - 1,500,000 P — 47559 (2 208 [Fed, 42y
0475 1,500,000 Eowce: "Tinancial Responsibility for | benndous Waste Cocilitics”, IS0 e, 09 Moy 195863, 4. SAC — 31,119 4,507 (3 478
idh e Copital imve sanemt instalincims (anual paymcitsy based on tea Camponcms:
1) TS cosaee financial assurance tustfund pasancrt fonmola oguircd by 400 CGER 2604 143020030 & 2651 43000603 ) for interi i status T3S,
2115 Oct 19596 USCPA Region 4 study caomtaining fasility closure cost csimates madc by a non randam sanple of 100 TSOE ovwncrsoperamrs botvacen 1908 1995 (Table 1, p 71
Hegativwe installment voduc s indicobe annual pay outto TS gencrobed by annual interc st cooned (ot OhG discount robz) on previous yeor's tostund cumulotwe valuc.
Sunuad itz rest payowt possible when cunulotive valuc of ousthed cxcocds clasuc cost ostiinate, Lpan wiiten requcst (40 CER 264 .1 430ax7 N & 255,143 (a7 ) for imenm status TSMs).
The followdng inflation adjusted closut cost ostiimate s arc uscd abowvc os busthed ilwestnent botal poy in target vahes (atthough high end voduc o not apphly bo clgible TS s
1004y HE1900)
Lowe cnd $11,597 F13,130
Mcdian ST0T,025 F5E5 055
1igh cind | FX2,5949 040 | 537,002 025
Cilozec costinflatian update factor (5199951594 is bascd ontws Cngincoiing Mows Roeord magazine “Constuction Gost ndex" for dwe USA -
ich Discount rats for comnputation of not pre scnt volue (MPYY ond oweroge annual cquivalent G0 over e poriod of anabesis —
o Coamilc s Sod Pnnt Smd Pmt 1270 LUSCRA OS5y ChiRAD Oz 20400
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ATTACHMENT B-9

“"STANDARDIZED" RCRA PERMIT PROPQOSAL
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE FOR FACILITY CLOSURE
COMPUTATION OF ANNUAL PAY-IN INVESTMENT

P A
Year

I. YEAR-END INVESTMENT CUMULATIVE VALUE:
A 10-Year Pay-In: B. 3-Year Pay-In:

Lowend Median High-end Low-end Median

Hqgh-e nd

Low-2nd

Median

Hgh-end

B. 3-Year Pay-In:

Lowe-end

Median

Il. REMAINING CLOSURE COST TO FUND AT YEAR-END:
A. 10-Year Pay-In:

High-end

2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2006
2009
10 2010
11 2011
12 2012
13 2013
14 2014
15 2015
16 2016
17 2017
18 2018
19 209
20 2020
21 2021
22| 2022
23 2023
24| 2024
25 2025
2| 2026
77 2027
28 2028
29| 2029
30 2030

[Call= JENAE NS RN AT LR

$1.514  $56505 0 $5.960,293 $4656  $201.536
$2h88 0 $111,316 0 $/4./74,055 $9H3/  $A2H/E
$3.947 $160523  $11,794316  $13130  $565.055
$5,568  $230,831 $15902795 §$13130 $565.055
$6,854 $2047T36  $20325230 $13,130  $565055
$8.261 $360420 $24.7230827  $13139  $565055
$9919  $426577  $29,084,182 0  $13,130  $565.055
$11,419 $491,006  $32,327.738 $13139  $565.005
$122/0 0 $H2E089  $34590,/39 $13,139 $o6HUHS
$13,130  $565055 S$3T.0I7085 $13139  $565.055

$13.200,977
$95,560,611
$37 012,085
$37.012,085
#37 012,085
$37.012,005
$37,012,085
$537.012,065
37,012,085
#37 012,085

511,825
$10,551
$9,197
$7772
36 286
$4.758
$3,770
$1.721
$860
30

$508.549
$153,/39
%395 531
$334,223
%270.310
5204534
$138,478
$73,993
$36,055
$0

$35.001.792
$29 238,030
%25.217 769
$21,019.290
%16 586 846
$12.283.258
$7.977 903
54654296
$2.421 351
$0

$5.453
$3,604
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$U
$0

3363516 $23,811.108
$1624/6 0 $10,642.4/3

$0
$0
%0
30
$0
30
$0
$0

$0
$0
#0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
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ATTACHMENT B-10

FINANCIAL TEST FOR "STANDARDIZED" RCRA PERMITS
SAVINGS FOR NOT REQUIRING A CPA REPORT

Period | Average Average Average Average
of annual %o using annual annual
FRow  analysis eligible financial  applicable cost
item year new TSFs* esr* TSFs savings
Base:~ 1 2001 | 2 45% 0.9 $222
2 2002 2 45% 0.9 P222
3 2003 2 45% 0.9 oo
4 2004 2 45% 0.9 $222
5 2005 2 15% 09 $o02
6 2006 2 45% 0.9 $202
Fo2007 2 A5% no $222
8 2008 ? 45% na $202
9 2009 2 45% 0.9 $222
10 2010 2 45% 0.9 $222
11 201N 2 45% 0.9 $222
12 2012 2 45% 09 $222
13 2013 2 45% 0.9 $222
14 2014 2 45% 0.9 $222
15 2015 2 45% 0.9 $222
16 2016 2 45% 0.9 $222
17 2017 2 45% 0.9 $222
18 2018 2 45% 049 $222
19 2019 z 45% 0.9 pz22
20 2020 2 45% 0.9 $222
21| 2021 2 45% 0.9 $222
22 2022 2 45% 0.9 ooz
23| 2023 2 45% 0.9 $oo2
24| 2024 2 45% 0.9 $222
25 2025 2 45% 0.9 oo
26| 2026 2 15% 0.9 $222
27 2027 2 A45% 09 $202
28| 2028 2 45% 09 $222
29 2029 2 A5% 0.9 $209
30 2030 2 45% 0.9 $022
Column totals= 60 27 $6.669
NPV = $2.952
AAE = $238
Explanatory Notes:
(a) * Average annual eligible new TSFs obtaining a standardized pemnit from ICR "Source C*.
(b} ** Percent of eligible new TSFs using a financial test or corporate quarantee financial
assurance mechanism for TSF closure, based on 1996 USEPA Region 4 study of 100 T5Fs.
(c) Assumed average burden cost reduction per permit action based on the same burden as
preparation and submittal of a CFO letter (from ICR "Source C" Exhibit8) = $247
(d) NPV and AAE computed using the OMB prescribed discount rate = 7.00%
Cimyfiles\SdPmitSmdPmt. 123 USEPA-OSW-EMRAD 022500

56




ATTACHMENT C

SENSITIVITY ANALYSES:

— DISCOUNT RATE
— PERIOD-OF-ANALYSIS

— FORECAST OF FUTURE ELIGIBLE TSFs
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ATTACHMENT C-1

SIMPLE LINEAR REGRESSION OF TSDF UNIVERSE DATA
1985-1997 USEPA BIENNIAL REPORTING SYSTEM (BRS)

Regression #1
(All 7 BRS Datapoints 1985-1997)

USEPA "BRS" Survey Data Year
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D 4,500 —; "
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= ' o
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= 2,000 — —1|
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g \l —
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S 2500 . Tren::illne
= \\\;__+
C S_)
£ 2000 -
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=
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ATTACHMENT C-2

LINEAR REGRESSION #1 LINEAR REGRESSION #2
(ALL 7 BRS DATAPOINTS) (5 NON-OUTLYING BRS DATAPOINT
Period BHS Linear BRS Linear Percent
of BES  Universe Regression BRES | Universe Hegression outhang #1
Data analysis| Data | of RCRA Trend Data of RCRA | Trend data from 2
itaem {years) Year TSDFs* Line Linear Reqression Output: Year | TSDFs* Line Linear Reqgression Cutput: trend value
1 16 1985 41,9441 41,387 Constant 126,235| 1985 3,612 Constant 283,809 21%
2 14 1987 3,308 3.962 Std Err of Y Est 571.8| 1987 3.308 3,330 Std En of Y Est 153.1
3 12 1989 3,078 3,637 R Squared 0.756| 1989 3.078 3,047 R Squarcd 0.951
4 10 1991 3.862 3.112 MNo. of Observations £ 1991 2.{B65 MNo. of Observations 5 13%
5 4 1993 2584 268 ¢ Degrees ot Freedom ol 1993 2,584 2483 Degrees ot Freedom 3
6 6 1995 1,963 2,262 X Coefficient(s) 212.5] 1995 1,983 2,200 X Coefficient(s) -141.2
7 4 1997 2,025 1,837 5td Err of Coef. 54.0] 1997 2,025 1918 5td Err of Coef. 18.5
2 1999 1,412 1999 1,636
Baszex 1| 2001 987 X = year (indep variable) 2001 1,358 ¥ =year (indep variable)
3 2003 962 Y=TSF variable (dep variable) 2003 1,071 Y=TSF variable (dep variable)
5 2005 137 2005 789
T 2007 0 2007 506
9 2009 2009 224
11 2011 2011 0
13| 2013 2013
15| 2015 2015
17 2017 2017
19 2019 2019
21 2021 2021
23 2023 2023
25 2025 2025
27 2027 2027
29 2029 2029
31 2031 2031

(a) Source: USEDPA Office of Solid Waste, "Biennial Neporing System” (BMNS) national survey database.
(b} TSDFs = Treatment, storage and disposal facilities, as defined by the USEPA Office of Solid Yaste "Resource Conservation & Recovery Act” (RCRA).
Chinwdiles\StdPmtiStndPmmt 123 OSW-CMRAD 0241800
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ATTACHMENT C-3

CURVILINEAR REGRESSION OF TSDF UNIVERSE DATA

1985-1997 USEPA BIENNIAL REPORTING SYSTEM (BERS) DATA

National Count of TSDFs
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ATTACHMENT C-4

CURVILINEAR REGRESSION #1 (SECOND-ORDER
(ALL 7 BRS DATAPOINTS)

CURVILINEAR REGRESSION #2 (THIRD-ORDER)
(ALL 7 BRS DATAPOINTS)

Indep Zivd Uep Indep 2nd drd Lep
Peried URS ind varbl  varable lacksober Peried . LHS indwvarbl | ind varbl  variable dacksohe
of Universe curdlinear  BRS  Jegression of Univarse  curdlinear | curdlinear BRS  Jegression Annual | Back-
Nt anakysis nf MCTEA R Nam fir  Park=nher Nam anakesis nf RCRA TR TR [am fir : snher
item | [years) 1501 8* [Msquared]  Year  bendine | homula Gurvilinear Regression Output:  |iem | (pears) | 1501 s* [ squared] [Xcubed)  Year  trerdline change tormula Survilinear Regression Guitput:
1 16 4844 2A4E-007 1935 54109 1985 1 180 1844 2A4E-007 1.HE+H1 1985 4965 1935
2 -4 3308 L0aF -7 %7 400 1987 Istvardahle ?nd varahls| 2 -4 RBANDB  LOGF-NT7 3A2FHI0 1987 4718 A0% 197 1stwarinhle [7nd variahle 3rd variahle
H 120 508 B4l iy T 3412 198349 Conskat 2z 120 W08 AL (s 2R 0T 18EY 424k C1009%  THRE Constand pa Ly}
4 -0 3862 149E-007 1991 2008 1991 50 Err ul Y Esl 236 4 00 3852 149E-007 STGEHM0 1991 0 2088 382% 1991 SuUEnulYEd 240
) B 2584 B.OBE-00G 109 2402 1933 R Squarcd 0801 & § 2584 BESE-00G 173EA10 1896 2304 115% 1998 R Squarcd 0559
fi A 1983 ZSBFAG 9 217 19595 Mo, nf Ohsevalinns H 6 £ 1083 ZRFAa THFHNES 199% 0 20 B7% 199 Mo nf Dhsermlinns 7
r 4 2025 4700 G Ty AR 1444 Degrees ot reedom | r S ADZD 400 G R0 1 1997 1848 fA% 199 Deqreesot| reedom d
2 1000 1504 1999 Cockficicrs) 0.00962 | Q0000003 2 1909 1816 6.7% 1999 Cocfficierd 0067134 00000187 1.7E 003
Base 1 am | 1.ER 2007 Sid Errof Coef. | 0JN0B4715 | 000 [Base: 1 200 0 1,0k pE% AN StdEwof Co 00522042 000161 1.56E409
3 AER LI 2003 3 FO LG 0% s
5 2005 T2 2005 %= Inpendent TSDF variablas ] 2000 1507 -58% 2005 X= Ihpendent TSOF variables
7 LI 150 A0FY-Yrar (e pend eet wninble) 7 007 LAP2 ARS 2N0F Y-Yror (Dnprndratendinhie]
] ane fa it 209 q 200 1344 55%  EH
11 201 o6 201 1 21 1ZE0 S55% 201
13 M3 0 2012 13 203 1200 54% 2013
145 L E A 15 A 113 A4% ANA
1/ Ay a2 1/ 2004 103 -S4 ANy
18 2019 012 18 2019 14 55% 2014
21 2021 202 21 2021 058 56% 2021
23 AL 12 23 2053 L LI I T | 4]
24 Pl A} a2 24 pny g1 S AR
27 2027 2012 27 2007 o 505 2T
2q Ll miz 20 0 TH? OB
a1 ac iz a1 203 6 52w AL
Prraue a5 e 2000 2031 - 2805 0204400
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ATTACHMENT C-5

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS:
EFFECT OF FUTURE ANNUAL PERMIT ACTIONS ON ESTIMATED
NATIONAL COST SAVINGS FOR THE "STANDARDIZED" RCRA PERMIT

Alternative Future Permit Action Scenarios & Estimated Cost Savings

A. BASE CASE ™ B. ALTERNATIVE FUTURE SCENARIOS™*
Amual | Pasecase | B1.Declining Scenario: B2. Growth Scenario:
POA* | pemit annual Average  Resulard Modified Awerage  Resukant Modified
e | Yeo | activies SNy s Yo dbge™  dudions SHVIlILYS %o chanye™  auliuns Sddriys

Base > 1 2001 200 $351,246 2.9% 194 (341087 2.8% 206 (5361 405"

2 2002 200 $351,246 2.9% 1M i$341087 209 206 i$G61.405

3 2003 200 ($351,246 20% 194 $341,087 2.0% 206 i$361 405

4 2004 200 $351.246 2.9% 194 341087 289% 206 i$361,405

o 2005 200 (£351.296 2% 194 i$34103¢ 28% 206 i5367.405,

g 2006 159 $372,371 2.9% 154 1$361,601 2.0% 164 5383141

72007 121 ($301,051 2.0% 118 i$380,614 2.08 124 i$403 287

g 2008 1™ ($391,951 20% 118 $aRnA14 20%, 124 343 787

g 2009 121 ($391,951 2.9% 116 ($380614 20% 124 5403287

100 2010 121 $391,951 2.9% 118 i$380,614 2.09; 124 %403 287

11 2011 11 ($:391,951 29% 118 ($3R0A14 20% 124 3403 287

1¢ 22 121 ($391,957 2.9% 118 $380,614 289% 124 (5403 757

13 2003 121 {$391,951 2.9% 118 $380,614 20% 124 5403 267

14 2014 121 {$391,951 2.9% 118 i$380,614 20% 124 i5403 267

15 20145 121 $391,951 2.9% 118 i$380,614 2.09; 124 %403 287

16 2016 11 ($:391,951 29% 118 ($3R0A14 20% 124 3403 287

17| 2007 121 $391,951 2.9% 116 (380,614 2.8% 124 (5403 267

16 2000 121 {$391,951 2.9% 118 $380,614 20% 124 5403 267

19 2019 121 ($391,951 20% 118 $380,614 2.0% 124 i$403 287

200 2020 121 ($391,957 Z.9% 118 380,614 289% 124 5403267

21 201 121 ($391,951 2.9% 118 i$380,614 280% 124 i5403 287

22 2022 121 ($301,951 2.0% 118 $380 614 20% 124 i$103 287

Q5| MRS M [$3$J'I A 2 5% 118 ($38[],ﬁ'|4 2 Y%, 124 I.S-!IIB,?H f

24| 2024 121 ($391,951 2.9% 118 1$380,614 2.0% 124 5403 287

25| 2025 121 ($301,051 2.0% 118 i$380,614 2.08 124 i$403 287

28| 2026 121 ($:391 051 20% 118 ($3R0614 20%, 124 {403 287

27| 202V 121 ($391,951 2.9% 1186 $380614 2.0% 124 5403.287

28| 2028 121 $391,951 2.9% 118 i$380,614 2.09; 124 %403 287

20 2029 11 ($391,951 2.0% 118 $380614 2.0% 124 3403287

30 2050 j rd ($391.957 2.9% 118 ($380,614 2.9% 124 (S403 287

Non-discounted totals= 4068 ($11.535,415 3945 $11,201,760 131 $11,669049

NPV = {$5.011,652 {$1,666,702 i$5,156 602

AAL = ($403.811 5392140 5415552
Explanatory Notes:

fa)  ~ POA =Period-of-analysis = Sream of fuure years within scope of economic analysis.
(b} ™ "Base case" = Scenario based on constant fubure annual pemit actions {except far phase-out of livited comersion casesl:.
i) Discountrate for ecomputation of net presentvakie INPY) and average annual equivalent (AAE) over the POA = F0%
id) ™ Fordescnption of allemative future annual permit scenarias, refer fo the text of the "Economics Background Document”.
Althree scenarios above (A, B1, B2) portray o uniform annual stream of pemmit actions, which is a simp Mfication comparzd to
the underking eycling patiem exhibited by the historical dat (1961-18999), reflecting the 10-year permit validation period.
ie)  Chwtiles\ StndP it ndP it 123 USEPA-USW-EMBAL 02,2500
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EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX (United States 1983-1999)

ATTACHMENT C-6

12-Month Percentage Change (Quarterly & Annual Basis)

A, State & Local Govt: B. Private Industry:
Annual Annual
lem  Year Gl Q2 Q3 el Average® Gl on2? on3 Qe Average*
1 1983 F7o2% TA4% H7%| 58% f5%| 6A% BHR%| £.3% £.4% 5.5%
2 19841 56.3% 56.3% 5.8% 5.8% 6.6% 6.1% 5.3% 5.0% 5.1% 5.7%
3 1985 G5% G3% G.1%| 58% G2%| 4.9% 4.7% 53% 4.9% 5.0%
4| 1986 5.7% 58% 54% | 53% 56%| 44% 4.3% | 36% 3.5% 4.0%
5 1987 51% 49% 43% 46% 47%| 3.7% 34% 37% 3.7% 3.6%
6 19838 51% 52% 55% 59% 54%| 36% 43% 45% 50% 4.4%
7| 1939 50% R0% G8% | B.4% F.3%| A53% 52% 54% 52% 5.3%
g 1990 6.69% 6.79% 5.1% 5.09% 6.49% 5.3% 5.5% 5.29% 4.99% 5.2%
9 1991 H7% . 52% 39% 33% 45%| 4.7% 45% 44%  4.5% 4.5%
10 1992 29% 31% 34% 38% 33%| 4.0% 35% 33% 33% 35%
11 1993 3.6% 3.3% 29% 25% 3.1% 3.5% 3.6% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6%
12 1994 26% 28% 28% 30% 28%| 35% 3.6% 34% 3.2% 3.4%
13 1995 2.9% 3.0% 3.0% 29% 3.0% 3.1% 3.0% 2.8% 2.8% 2.9%
14 1996 27% 2B% 25% 26% 26%| 3.0% 30% 32% 32% 3.1%
15 1997 25%  24% 23% | 23% 24%| 392% 392% B31% 3.8% 33%
16 1008 24%  24% 27% | 28% 26%| 2.8% A0% A44% 2.0% A1.0%
17 1999 2.7% 2.9% 3.0% 3.4% 3.0% 3.1% 3.4% 3.2% 3.5% 3.3%
Explanatory Notes:

(A) Data snuree: LIS Depardment nf | ahnr, Burean nf | ahnr Statistins:

http }//stats. bls.gov/ecthome.him (Employment Cost Index "Selective Access" data).
b)Y * Annual average shown above computed as simple average of four guarter data within each year.
g P P q q ye

Cimfiles\StmdPmtSmdPrmt. 123 USEPA-OSW-EMBAD 02723100
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Economics Background Document

ATTACHMENT C-7

03 May 2000

EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX (United States 1983-1999)
12-Month Percentage Change (Quarterly & Annual Basis)
REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS

n1-% n1-%
Regression Quipl <4 Gow Industry e Year SA Gowt Industry
R1. First-Order {3 change): 1 1989 6.7% 54%
Constant 5.80 3.04 2 1984 6.4% 5.2%
Std Cir of ¥ Cst 0.0074086  0.0068091 3 1985 6.1% 5.1%
R Syuared 0.806 0564 4 1986 5.8% 49% . 58%  49%
Nu. ul Observalivns 17 17 5 1987 5.6% 43% .  54%  47%
Deyrees uf Freedum 15 15 6 1988 5.3% 46%  51%  45%
X Cuellivient(s) 0.002892 -0.001507 7 1989 5.0% 45% 0 47% 44%
Std Err of Coef. 0.0003668 0.0003421 8 1990 47% 43% 0 44%  42%
9 1991 4.4% 42% 0 41%  41%
R2. First-Order Natural Log (% chang 10 1092 11% 10% 0 38%  39%
Constant 13455 6568 11 1993 3.8% 39% . 36%  38%
Std Emof ¥ Est 0.1685241 0.156382 12 1994 35% 3.7% 33%  3.7%
R Squared 13 1995 32% 36% . 3.1%  3.6%
No. of Observations 17 17 14 1996 3.0% 34% 0 28% @ 3.4%
Neqgrees nf Frapdnm 15 15 15 1997 7.7% 33% TSR SRR
X Cnefficient(s) 006918 11034595 16 1998 7 4% 3% 75% . 37%
St Frr nf Cnef. 00083432 00077421 17| 1999 7.1% 30% 0 A% 30%
18 2000 1.8% 2.8%
19 2001 1.5% 2.7%
20 2002 1.2% 2. 5%
21 2003 0.9% 04% 18%
22| 2004 0.6% 2.2% _—
23 2005 0.3% 21% 0 16% 25%
241 2006 0.1% 19% 0 15% 24%)|
25 2007 0.2% 18% 0 1A% 23%)|
26 2008 0.5% 1.6%  13% = 23%
27 2009 0.8% 15% 0 12%  29%
28 2010 1.1% 1.3% 0 14% 21%
29 2011 1.4% 1.2% 0 1.0%  20%
30 2012 1.7% 1.0% 0 1.0%  20%
31 2013 2.0% 09% . 09% 19%
37 2ma4a 23% 7%l 08% 18%
33 2ms 2 5% 06% 0 08% 0 18%
34 2016 2 8% 04% 0%l 7%
3\ 201/ H.1% 03% 00 ol s
36 2018 3.4% 0% 0 0e%l 1h%
37 20y 3.1% 0% ne%l 1h6%
38 2020 4.0% 02% 0 06% 0 15%
30 2021 4.3% 03% 0 05% 0 14%
40 2022 4.6% 05% 0 05% 0 14%
41 2023 4.9% 06% 0 04% 0 1.4%
42 2024 51% 08% 0 04% 0 13%
13 2025 5.1% 09% 0 04%  13%
11 2026 5.7% A% 0 0A4% 0 1.2%
15 2027 £.0% 2% 0 03% 0 1.2%
16 2028 £.3% A4% 0 03% 0 1.1%
47 2029 6.6% 15% 0 08% 1.1%
48 2030 6.9% 1.7% 0 08% 0 14%
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ATTACHMENT C-8

Employment Cost Index Projection to 2030

State/Local Govt White-Collar Compensation
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ATTACHMENT C-9

EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX {(United States 1983-1999)
12-Month Index Change (Quarterly & Annual Basis)

A. State & Local Govt: B. Private Industry:
Annual Annual
tem  Year Qul  Qn2  Qn3 Q4 Average* Qurl Q2 Q3  Qrd Average*
1 1983 711 714 738 F45 27| 7h0 /B0 F7hA| 784 767
2 1984 hE 7H9 VB8 796 f7h| 798 808 814 824 81.1
3 1985 805 807 836 842 823| 837 846 857 864 851
4 1986 851 854 881 88.7 868| 874 882 888 894 8845
5 1987 894 896 919 928 909 906 912 921 927 91.7
6 1988 9240 943 970 983 959| 939 951 952> 973 956
71989 995 100.0 1036 1046 1019 989 1000 1014 1024 100.7
8 1990 1061 1067 1099 1109 1084 1041 10565 1067 1074 1059
9 19 1122 1123 1142 11486 1133 1090 1103 1114 1122 110.7
10 1992 1154 1158 1181 118.9 1171 1134 1142 1151 1159 114.7
11 1993 1195 1196 1215 1219 1206 1174 1183 1194 1202 118.8
12 1994 1226 1229 1249 1255 1240 1215 1225 1235 124. 1229
13 1995 126.2 1266 1286 129.1 1276| 1253 1262 1270 1276 126.5
14 1996 12960 1299 1318 1325 13101 1290 1300 1311 131.f 130.5
15 199/ 1329 133.0 1348 1355 1341 133.1) 1341 1352 136.f 134.8
16 1993 136.1 13620 1384 1393 13£5] 138.1 1394 141.1 1420 140.2
1/ 1999 139.8 1402 1426 144.0 141.7/]1 1424 144.1 1456 1469 144.8

Explanatory Notes:
{a) Data source: US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics:
hitp://stats.bls.gov/ecthome.htim (Employment Cost Index "Selective Access" data).

(b} * Annual average shown above computed as simple average of four quarter data within each year.

Ciymyfiles\SmdPrimtySmdPmmt. 123 USEPA-OSW-EMRAD 022300
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ATTACHMENT C-10

EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX (United States 1983-1999)
12-Month Index Change (Quarterly & Annual Basis)
REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS

|R1 Indx R1-dndx R2-Indx R2-Indx

Reqgression Output: | sS4 Gow Industry kem Year |S,*L Govt Industry SA Govt Industry
R1. First-Order {Indx): 1 1083 | 747 760 77.1 78.8
Constant BH/FY9F 8341805 ? 1984 £9.1 80.2 80.4 819
Std Cir of ¥ Cst 21719635 0.8054347 3 1985 83.4 845 838 852
R Squared N.991 0.999 4| 1088 ’7 8 287 ]7 13 2] 6
MNo. of Observations 17 17 5 1987 92.1 93.0 91.0 922
Degrees of Freedom 15 15 6| 1988 96.5 972 948 959
¥ Cnefficient{=) 43634191 42449755 7 1989 1009 1015 989 Q9.8
5ud Ermr of Coef. 0.1075282 0.039875 8 1990 105.2 105.7 103.0 1038
g 1991 109.6 1099 1074 1079

R2. First-Order Natural Log (Indx): 10 19092 1140 1142 1119 1123
Constant 7788352 73.70054 11| 1993 11823 1184 1166 1168
Std Err of ¥ Est 0.0372471 0.0159485 12| 1994 122F 1227F 1216 1215
R Syuared 0.971 0.994 13 1995 127.1 1269 1267 1263
Mo. of Observations 17 17 14| 1996 1214 1212 1321 1314
Degrees of Freedom 15 15 15| 1997 1358 1354 1376 136.7
¥ Coefficient(s) 0.0413GG1  0.0393G82 16| 199¢ 140.1 139.7 1434 1422
Std Err of Coef. N.0N1844 00007806 17| 1000 1445 1430 1405 14790
18 2000 1429 1481 1558 1538

19 2001 153.2 1524 1624 1600

20 2002 1576 156.6 1693 1664

21 2003 162.0 1609 1764 1731
22 2004 166.3 1651 1838 180.1
23 2005 170.7 1694 1916 1873
24 2006 175.0 1736 1997 1948
2H 2007 1794 1779 2081 2076
26 2008 183.8 1821 2169 2108
27 2009 1881 1864 2261 2192
28 2010 1925 18906 23506 2Z28.0
29 2011 196.9 1948 2456 237.2
30 2012 2012 1991 2560 2487

31 2013 2056 2033 266.8 2566
32 2014 2100 2076 2780 266.9
33 2015 2142 2118 2898 2777
34 2018 218F 2161 3020 2888
35 2017 2230 2203 3148 3004
36 2018 2274 2246 3281 3125
37 2019 231.8 2288 3419 3200
38 2020 236.1 233.0 3064 33841
39 201 2405 2373 3714 3516
40 2022 2449 2415 3871 3657
41| 2023 2492 2458 4035 3804
42 2024 2536 2500 4205 3957
43 2025 2580 2543 4383 4116
44 2026 2623 2585 456.8 4281
A5 202¢ 26b.f 2628 4/6.1 4453
46| 2025 271.0 2670 4962 463.2
47 2029 2754 2713 5171 4818
43 2030 2798 2755 5390 5011

67



ATTACHMENT C-11

Employment Cost Index Projection to 2030
State/Local Govt White-Collar Compensation
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ATTACHMENT C-12

EFFECT OF ANNUAL INFLATION QN ESTINATED FUTURE COST SAVINGS
"STANDARDIZED'" RCRA PERMIT PROPOSAL

I*ericd | A. Projacted B. Conversion ta |C. Base Case™ D. Estimated Future Cost Savings
ul Annual Labor Base Year = 1.000 | Hon-Inflated Cost JAdjusted for Labor Cast Inflation
Furve | smiihesis (G0 St Index® Index Savings Estimate Curnlirn:l Cornhirna|l
item Ve ar S Lot Industry S ot ndustry S ot Industry (Gt —Indstry) SA Covt Industry (Ciovt-+ind st
RO TE 1 =001 157 1he4 1.000 1.000 (EFEE,E7) (FG7.5757) {Fan1 246 BFESST4) {67877 (357,246
2 2002 1b/4.6 1bE8.8 1028 1.028 (52133,374) e ,8r2) $o01.246 $201,443) (550, FE3) (38,208
3 SO03 162.0 1609 1057 1.056 (EFES ST 1) (P57 ,572) GFE01 246 HEO0.513) (£71,653) (371,166
4 2004 1656.3 1651 1.085 1.084 (283,37 (BB 7,Br2) (381 246 $307 582) (573.544) (F387 124!
46 Zooh 170.7 169.4 1174 1.111 (3253.374) (RE7.5722) FE01.246 F315,651) ($75.430) (F301 026
8 2008 1/5.0 138 1742 1.1239 (5285,680) (HE6,6091) $35250 $326,355) (598, Fob) (25,121
7T L0077 179.4 1778 1171 1.157 (EFR7 B15) (F104,133) GEE01 001 CEEEG, 9O (£121.537) (FEA5E 530
8 2008 183.8 1821 1199 1.195 ($287,818) (H104,133) 391,957 1$345,189) ($124,438) (Y b5 7
9 Zo09 155.1 1856.4 1223 1.223 (3257.318) (#104.1533) FF301.901 F353,355) (5127 .339) (R420. 724
10 2070 1025 1908 1258 1.251 ($254,818) (H104,133) ($391,957 $361,581) ($130,239) (491,820
11 2011 1969 194 8 1285 1.279 (EFR7 B15) (F104,133) GEE01 001 RGO TTT) (F133,140) (RG02 017
12 2012 201.2 1991 1313 1.308 ($287,818) $104,133) $391 951 377973 ($136,041) ($514,013:
13 2013 Z056.G 2033 13542 1.5334 (EFR7 B15) (F104,133) GEE01 001 GEEEG, 163) (F132.042) (REGEL. 110
14 2014 210.0 2076 1.370 1.3582 ($287,818) $104,133) $391.951 $394,361) ($141,342) ($536,207;
145 2015 214.3 21128 1399 1.590 (3257.318) (#104.1533) FF301.901 402 SE0) 5144.743) (R047 303,
16 2016 218.7 216.1 1427 1.418 $2537,818) $104,133) $391.951 $410,756) $147 6443 ($5E8,400°
17| 2017 Zz3.0 2r0= 1456 1.446 (EFR7 B15) (F104,133) GEE01 001 HA158.957) (EF150.544% (RGED 406
18 2018 224 2246 1484 1.474 (5237,616) ($104,133) $391,951 5427, 143) ($153,445) (560,597
19 2019 231.8 2R 1513 1.501 ($287,818) (H104,133) 391,957 1$435,349) ($156,346) (FH8 5o
Z00 AN 6.1 byl 1.541 1.579 (Er37.6818) F104,138) Fao1.001 H4453,.040) $109,747) (OO 7806
27 2021 240.5 2HrE 150 1.5575 ($254,818) (H104,133) ($391,957 $451, r36) 1$152,144) ($613,85853!
27| e 7440 2415 1598 1.6580 (EFR7 615 (E104,1533) a0l 000 HAG0.957) (H1560,048) (74,0500
23 2023 2442 245 8 1626 1.613 ($287,818) (H104,133) 391,957 $468,128) ($157,949) (BEE6,0 6!
24 o024 Zo3.6 2h00 1655 1.G641 (EFR? 815) (F104,133) GEE01 001 476 EEE) (H170.349% (EGA7 73
2h | 2L 258.0 2hd 5 1683 1.659 ($287,818) (H104,133) 391,957 1$484,519) (%5173, /00 (FEay, ey
26 2026 2023 2080 1712 1.6G96 (3257.318) (#104.1533) FF301.901 F492.715) (5176,651) (ROGD 366
2§ 22 206, F 28628 1.740 1.724 ($254,818) (H104,133) ($391,957 $5H00,911) ($1/9,551) (BEE0,463 !
2R o0Za Z71.0 2670 1769 1.752 (EFR7 B15) (F104,133) GEE01 001 EL09.107) (F152 4520 (RGo1 5o
289 209 254 2853 1.79r5 1.780D ($287,818) (H104,133) 391,957 1§51 7,30:3) (5185,353) (F U2 BhE
S0 20550 Z279.3 27550 1526 1.53058 (5257.318) (#104.133) FF301.901 HH25,499) (51358.254) (213,752
Non-Discounted column tot: Aoy 2103 Z06% (F5.G10.17Z) F2.OE0 243y [F11.535415 F12A7Z221) B 174.522) H16548,543]
Average Annual Savings (non-discountad™*) = ($23/,008) (59 HUE) F381514 (405, Fig) (138,151} (Fo44.045
Explanatory Notes:
(a) * "rojection is based on reqression analysis of histarical data for 1923-1999 fram the Bureau of Lebaor Statistics for the US "Employment Cost Indeax",
Fefar tn supplemmrany attacdsnants in this docomant forveqrassinn msubs and qraphs of histonical and regrassinn tand pinjactinns.
{L) * Base Cacse” represenls e cslinoobed Tolune aeasrag e anmuoal socany s vodood o 7999 "coresbard® dollares (e, ol e Dicse yacar Tbwr cost onacel),
In nthar wrims, “rerant™ dallars is tha sinplifing casa nf 0% anmnal infladnnm, &= s urally applied in acnnnmin analysis franArvwniks.
(5] I curtroesl cxproessing lubore sovangs aeeording o ormad iollkiorn rote:s provades abernolive “riormirad”® or "corrent®™ dolar vadoobons ol dillerent price enacls,
Modnal {i.a. non-cnnstant] dollarvalsatinn is aften usad Far finAmrdal analysis piipinsas sach as cash-Aow budgeting.
In this case, the sowrce of possible tuture inliation of annual cost savings is the labor cost rates associated with burden hour reduction.
() “** Taral and Avarane ammual nnst savinns in this rahla /e oot discnnted, hacausa the apnsr of inflatnn-adjusnaris oo provida a cash-flow e sRam.
ChlondilesSmdPoat SmdP o 123 LISTPAOSW. T MRADN 022000
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